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Dear Mr. Chairman:
This report, prepared at your request, discusses the Department of the Interior’s outer

continental shelf environmental studies program. It addresses program user satisfaction, the
timeliness and usefulness of program studies, and the efficiency of the Alaska program.
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Executive Summary

Purpose

About $450 million has been spent since 1973 to produce environmental
studies of the outer continental shelf (0CS) in support of the Department
of the Interior’s oil and gas lease sale decisions. Some states, public
interest groups, and one federal agency have raised concerns about the
program, particularly the usefulness and quality of the studies.

At the request of the Chairman, Environment, Energy, and Natural
Resources Subcommittee, House Committee on Government Operations,
GAO

determined whether delivery of environmental studies was timely in
relation to originally scheduled due dates and planned lease uses,
identified the level of user satisfaction with environmental studies and
how Interior’s Minerals Management Service (MMS) used these studies
for ocs decision-making, and

determined whether the Alaska program resources could be used more
efficiently.

Background

Interior established the environmental studies program in 1973 to sup-
port its offshore 0il and gas leasing program. The studies program col-
lects information to assess and manage the impacts of oil and gas
activities on the human, marine, and coastal environments. MMS uses the
studies in both pre- and postlease sale decision documents, including
environmental impact statements, and to evaluate companies’ oil and
gas exploration and production plans. Coastal states and committees
that advise the environmental studies program use the studies for sev-
eral purposes, including providing input to MMS during the presale plan-
ning process.

MMS provides day-to-day management of the studies program and pro-
cures studies from both private sector contractors and other govern-
ment agencies. Through an annual agreement, MMS provides funding to
the Department of Commerce’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (N0AA) to administer a portion of the Alaska studies pro-
gram. NOAA's responsibilities include awarding and administering some
environmental studies contracts and providing ship support. Alaska
studies have received about half of the total program funding since fis-
cal year 1973.

Results in Brief

Although Gao found that MMS and NOAA received most draft and final
studies after their originally scheduled due dates, MMs identified only
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Executive Summary

Principal Findings

seven instances in which studies were not received in time for planned
lease sale uses and MMs said there was little or no effect from not receiv-
ing these studies in time. In general, both MMS and non-MMS users of pro-
gram studies were satisfied with the usefulness, timeliness, and quality
of the program studies. Certain groups, however, believed that about
half the studies were received too late to be used in providing input to
MMS on lease sale decisions. (See ch. 2.)

Recent declines in the Alaska program funding and the number of stud-
ies contracts, coupled with duplication of program administrative func-
tions by MMs and NOAA, have reduced program efficiency. While NoAA
and MMS both manage contracts, reductions in funding over the last sev-
eral years have made this arrangement less efficient as evidenced by an
increasing percentage of NoaA’s funds being consumed by administrative
functions. Consolidating the Alaska program’s administrative functions
could save up to $1.3 million per year. (See ch. 3.)

Receipt of Program Studies

MMS regulations require that information collected by the studies pro-
gram, to the extent practicable, be provided in time to be used for leas-
ing decisions or other management responsibilities. GAO reviewed all 197
studies program contracts awarded during fiscal years 1983 to 1985 and
found that most draft and final studies were submitted to MMS and NOAA
after their originally scheduled due dates. Draft studies were submitted
on average about 5.6 months after original due dates and final studies
about 8.3 months after original due dates. MMS and Noaa attributed this
to, among other things, poor contractor performance, adverse weather
and sea conditions, and MMS’ and NoAA’s tasking contractors to collect
more data.

Despite these overruns, MMs identified only seven instances in which
study products were not received in time for their planned lease sale
uses. According to MMS, in five cases late studies caused increased uncer-
tainty in conclusions and recommendations in sale decision documents
and, in two of these five cases, MMS placed restrictions on the lease sale
allowing it to use the study results when available. However, MMs said
that the effects were either insignificant or later mitigated by circum-
stances such as a lease sale cancellation. MMS indicated no adverse
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impact from the remaining two studies that were not available for their
planned lease sale uses.
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sample of individuals and organizations (including some from local gov-
ernments) included on MMS’ distribution lists to determine user satisfac-
tion with the studies program. In general, each of these groups was
satisfied with the usefuiness and quality of program studies. Most of the
groups said that the majority of the studies were received in time for
their use in providing input to MMS in lease sale decisions.

Members of the Policy Committee, coastal states, and local government
respondents, however, disagreed with the majority regarding the timeli-
ness of program studies. Many of these respondents said they received
half of the program studies too late to use in providing input to MMS on
lease sale decisions. Further, Scientific Committee respondents believed
that MMS did not need about 30 percent of the studies for leasing deci-

sions. And some groups disagreed about what the program’s future
pmnhame should bhe
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Use of Alaska Studies
Program Staff

The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-
372 ) requn‘e LIldL, to the maximum extent p‘racucame, the Secretar Yy of
the Interior, in carrying out the responsibilities of the environmental
studies program, use the capabilities of the Department of Commerce. In
three 0CS regions, MMS uses NOAA to perform research for the environ-
mental studies program. In the Alaska region, however, NOAA’s primary
role has been one of program management—evolving from managing
most of the contracts awarded in the program’s early years to managing
only specific studies as directed by MMS in recent years. Conversely,
Interior’s role in Alaska has changed from primarily oversight of NoAA
activities to actively managing about half of the ongoing contracts. In

their managerial roles, both agencies perform similar functions of
awarding and administering contracts.

fiscal year 1988. The decline il 1 pr gram "‘ldi lg is xeuched in a dec
ing number of studies contracts. The sharpest decline ha
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Recommendation

Agency Comments

number of contracts managed by NoaAA—from 169 in fiscal year 1976 to
35 in fiscal year 1987.

NOAA management costs as a percentage of total costs reimbursed by MMS
have increased from 17.0 percent in fiscal year 1983 to an estimated
35.2 percent in fiscal year 1988. NoAA and MMS program funding, con-
tracts awarded, and contracts managed decreased from fiscal year 1983
to fiscal year 1987, while program staff in both agencies remained rela-
tively constant. MMS believes it may have to reassign staff if these
declines continue, while NoaA believes its staff cannot be further
reduced without adversely affecting its expertise and responsiveness to
MMS.

On the basis of cost data provided by MMS, GAO estimates that up to $1.3
million per year could be saved by consolidating NOAA’s and MMS’ admin-
istrative functions related to the Alaska program in MmMs. While consoli-
dation would result in increased efficiency, issues such as staffing,
public perception of objectivity, and scientific expertise also need to be
considered.

GAO recommends that the Secretary of the Interior direct the Director of
MMS to develop alternatives for making more efficient the environmental
studies program contract award and administration functions currently
carried out by both NoAA and MMS. In deciding which alternative to pur-
sue, MMS should consider not only potential dollar savings but also other
issues such as staffing, public perception of objectivity, and continuity
of scientific expertise.

GAO discussed the results of its review with MMS and Noaa officials and,
in general, they agreed with GAO’s findings. Their comments are included
where appropriate. As requested, GAO did not obtain official agency
comments on a draft of this report.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The outer continental shelf (0CS) is estimated to contain 30 to 60 percent
of the nation’s undiscovered oil and gas resources. The first 3 miles off-
shore belong to adjacent states, while the area from 3 miles to about 200
miles offshore is under federal jurisdiction.' The Secretary of the Inte-
rior is responsible for leasing the federal areas by granting rights to
explore for and develop and produce oil, natural gas, and other minerals
on the 0cs. The objectives of Interior’s 0Cs leasing program include
increasing domestic oil and natural gas production, decreasing U.S.
dependence on oil imports, and providing reasonably priced oil and nat-
ural gas. Interior is also responsible for protecting the environment.

Interior established the Environmental Studies Program in 1973 to
study the environmental impacts of 0cs development and provide infor-
mation to Interior for making decisions about development of 0CS min-
eral resources. The 1953 ocs Lands Act, as amended in 1978, requires
Interior to develop information about the 0CS environment and consider
it in making lease sale decisions.* Since the studies program'’s inception,
Interior has spent approximately $450 million on environmental studies
of the ocs. Initially, the program consisted primarily of baseline and
monitoring studies designed to characterize the 0cs environment both
before and after oil and gas activities. In 1978 Interior restructured the
program to require a clear relationship between a study and ocs issues
and decisions.

Program studies are used in both pre- and postlease sale decision docu-
ments. Prelease sale uses of studies include helping to select lease sale
areas, to prepare environmental impact statements, and to formulate
lease sale stipulations.” Program studies are also used to assist in pre-
dicting oil spill movements and the possible effects on the environment
of an oil spill. Postlease uses include providing information for the ini-
tial screening of environmental reports submitted by industry in oil and

'"Two special cases are Texas and the Gulf Coast of Florida, where the first 9 miles are under state
jurisdiction.

2Regulations implementing the OCS Lands Act, as amended, establish the procedures for conducting
OCS oil and gas lease sales. These procedures include identifying the location of potential recoverable
oil and gas resources and conducting environmental analyses (i.e., preparing environmental irapact
statements) for a proposed lease area. Studies program reports are used to prepare environmental
impact statements and other documents. Interior makes OCS lease sale decisions on the basis of infor-
mation contained in environmental impact statements and other sources.

3Stipulations are conditions Interior's Minerals Management Service (MMS) imposes on lease sales to

monitor and protect the environment prior to or during the exploration and/or production phases of
oil and gas development.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

gas exploration and development plans® and for evaluating lease
stipulations.

In 1982 Interior adopted an “‘area-wide” approach for the leasing of ocs
lands, increasing the number and frequency of lease sales and offering
more tracts for lease. Interior believed that, among other things, area-
wide leasing would increase domestic oil and gas production, decrease
dependence on imported oil, and moderate oil and natural gas prices. We
reported in 1985 on various public and congressional concerns with the
area-wide approach, including concern over potential environmental
damage from leasing certain areas.” We also reported that some states
and others said that draft environmental impact statements frequently

were incomplete or inaccurate.

Although Interior revised the environmental studies program to tie it
more closely with OCs issues and decisions, states, public interest groups,
and the Environmental Protection Agency have raised concerns about
the program. Some states are concerned that the studies program has

not kept pace with the area-wide leasing schedule, whereas public inter-

oct grolme ac waoll ag enme etatog nnectioned the neofuilnoace and anality
€8ty groups as wel: as sgme states questioned tne useiuiness ang quailly

of environmental studies. Environmental Protection Agency officials
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some studies may be questionable.

The 1953 ocs Lands Act (P.L. 83-212) and its 1978 amendments (P.L. 95-
372) established the policies for managing the offshore oil and gas leas-
ing program. The 1953 act established federal jurisdiction over the 0cs
and authorized Interior to grant leases for the exploration and develop-
ment of oil, gas, and other minerals of the ocs. The 1978 amendments
called for expedited exploration and development of the 0Cs to achieve
national economic and energy goals and required Interior to balance an
orderly energy resource development with protection of the human,

marine, and coastal environments. The 1978 amendments also required
the Snr-rpfarv of the Interior (1) to conduct environmental studies of

CLiTL A4V AL LU LU L SV II VAU LNAL SVeliTS

areas to be included in lease sales to establish information for assessing

*Before oil and gas exploration development, or production, a lease holder (or its operator) must
submit for MMS review and approval a plan for these activities and an environmental report. The
report provides information MMS can use to determine the environmental effects of the planned
activities. Program studies may be used to review the adequacy of information contained in the

industry environmental report.

"Early Assessment of Interior's Area-Wide Program for Leasing Offshore Lands (GAO/RCED-85-66,
July 15, 1985).
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Organization and
Administration of the
Environmental Studies
Program

and managing environmental impacts of oil and gas development and (2)
to use the Department of Commerce, to the maximum extent practicable,
to carry out its responsibilities.

Interior’s regulations require the environmental studies program to col-
lect information to assess and manage environmental impacts of 0cs oil
and gas development on human, marine, and coastal environments.
These regulations also require additional monitoring after the leasing
and development of an area or region to identify any significant changes
in the quality and productivity of the human, marine, and coastal envi-
ronments. Such information can then be used to design experiments to
identify the causes of such changes and to identify trends.

The Minerals Management Service’s branch of environmental studies in
Washington, D.C., provides overall management of the studies program.
The four MMS 0Cs regional offices correspond to the four ocs areas—
Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, Pacific, and Alaska. Each regional office is
responsible for administering the studies program in its region. MMSs,
through annual agreements with the Department of Commerce’s
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), uses NOAA's
ocs Environmental Assessment Program located in Anchorage to admin-
ister a portion of the Alaska program.

The ocs Policy and Scientific Advisory Committees, as well as regional
technical working groups,® provide advice and guidance to Interior
about the leasing and/or studies program. The Policy Committee, com-
prised of members nominated by the governor of each coastal state, rep-
resentatives of federal agencies, and others from the public and private
sector, is responsible for providing advice on the leasing, exploration,
and development of the ocs. The ocs Scientific Advisory Committee, a
group of 10 to 15 independent scientists, is responsible for advising the
Director of MMS on the feasibility, appropriateness, and scientific value
of the studies program. Members are appointed on the basis of such fac-
tors as their scientific competence and reputation within their field of
expertise.

5Regional technical working groups are established in each of the regional offices to provide advice
on technical matters of regional concern. Membership is comprised of those individuals nominated by
state governors and others nominated by the Secretary of the Interior from the public and private
sectors.
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Program Funding Levels

Program funding declined from a high of about $55.6 million in fiscal
year 1976 to about $22.8 million in fiscal year 1988. According to MMS
officials, several factors caused this decline, including reduced industry
interest and fewer lease sales resulting from lower oil prices.

The Alaska program has received about half of the total program fund-
ing since fiscal year 1973. Alaska has received a large share of the fund-
ing, according to MMs officials, to provide needed information about the
Alaska environment and to comply with such legislation as the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended; but MMS told us that program
emphasis is now shifting to studies in the Pacific and Gulf of Mexico
regions where there is significant oil and gas development and oil indus-
try interest. However, according to MMS, any further budget reductions
could affect MMS’ ability to fund new studies. The inability to fund new
studies could, according to the chief of MMS’ environmental assessment
division, affect environmental research in areas such as offshore Wash-
ington and Oregon, where little or no oil and gas development has
occurred. He emphasized that information is needed about these areas to
predict where possible environmental effects may be experienced if oil
and gas development takes place.

Planning and Procurement
Processes

MMS identifies environmental studies needs annually, approximately 2
years in advance of when studies are expected to begin. The planning
process begins when MMS’ environmental studies branch disseminates
policy and guidance to MMS regional offices for preparing regional stud-
ies plans. Each regional office prepares these plans with the assistance
of regional technical working groups and other local advisors.

Because the total cost for studies nominated in the regional studies plans
usually exceeds the annual budget for the program, MMS uses ranking
criteria to prioritize study needs. Interior and the Office of Management
and Budget jointly developed the ranking criteria in 1979. They include
such factors as the date of the management decision for which the study
is designed and the applicability of the study to issues of regional or
national concern. Following preparation of the regional studies plans,
the branch of environmental studies prepares the national studies list,
which identifies program study needs to be initiated in the next fiscal
year, as well as on-going, multiyear studies, which require annual fund-
ing approval. Once the national studies list is approved by the Associate
Director for Offshore Minerals Management, regional offices develop
schedules for procuring studies.
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MMS, having no research capabilities of its own, procures its environmen-
tal studies from various sources, including private contractors, educa-
tional institutions, and other government agencies and bureaus.
Contracting officers in MMS’ procurement branch in Herndon, Virginia—
the office responsible for procuring program studies—make final con-
tract award decisions.” NOAA also procures studies for MMS in support of
the Alaska program. NOAA’s Alaska office prepares an annual technical
development plan, which identifies individual studies that Noaa will
manage in support of MMS’ Alaska oCS region. NOAA staff develop state-
ments of work for each identified study, and NoAA's Western Adminis-
trative Support Center in Seattle, Washington—the office responsible
for NoAA Alaska procurement—assembles a procurement plan based
upon the technical development plan. The procurement plan, among
other things, indicates dates by which study contracts must be awarded
in order to meet NOAA and MMS time frames. Contracting officers in the
Western Administrative Support Center award contracts.

MMS administers program contracts through its contracting officers and
the contracting officers’ technical representatives located in the four ocs
regions and in MMS headquarters. NOAA contract administration functions
are conducted by contract specialists located in the Western Administra-
tive Support Center and the contracting officers’ technical representa-
tives located in NoaA’s office in Anchorage. The technical
representatives for both MMs and NOAA are responsible for the day-to-
day monitoring of contractor performance, including compliance with
contract specifications and verifying satisfactory delivery of studies.

Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

In his August 20, 1986, letter, the Chairman, Environment, Energy, and
Natural Resources Subcommittee, House Committee on Government
Operations, asked us to review certain aspects of the environmental
studies program. As agreed with the Chairman'’s office, we focused on
the following three objectives:

Determine whether delivery of environmental studies was timely in rela-
tion to originally scheduled due dates and planned lease uses.

Identify how MMS used program information for ocs decision-making and
determine the level of satisfaction of MMs, states, and others with pro-
gram studies.

“The term “contract” is used to include all contracts and inter-and intra-agency agreements that MMS
has entered into to procure environmental studies.
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Determine whether Alaska program resources could be used more
efficiently.

Appendix I contains a detailed discussion of our scope and methodology,
including details on the questionnaires and data collection instruments
we used to obtain information from MMS and non-MMS individuals and
organizations about their satisfaction with the program.
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accordance w1th generally accepted government auditing standards. We
discussed the results of our review with MMs and NoaA officials and have
incorporated their comments where appropriate. However, at the Chair-
man’s request, we did not ask either agency for official comments on
this report.
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Chapter 2

Program Studies Miss Original Due Dates but
Are Considered Timely, Useful, and of

High Quality

MMS and Non-MMS
Use of Program
Studies

MMS used environmental studies reports in making decisions concerning
development of 0CS mineral resources. Individuals and organizations
outside MMS also used information from the studies for various purposes,
including using studies to provide input to decisions on OCS lease sales.
Many draft and final environmental studies reports missed their origi-
nally scheduled due dates for a variety of reasons—some attributable to
the contractors, others to MMS and NOAA, and still others to factors
outside the control of either, such as adverse weather and sea condi-
tions. However, except in a small number of cases, MMS received the
studies in time to use them. Moreover, MMS and non-MMs users alike gen-
erally believed that the studies provided useful, quality information
about the 0Cs environment, although some non-MMS users believed that
some of the studies were not timely for their purposes and/or not neces-
sarily needed for MMS decision-making.

Most of those we surveyed thought the studies program had appropri-
ately emphasized research topics and factors that produce environmen-
tal impacts associated with oil and gas development on the ocs and
agreed on the research topics and factors that should receive the great-
est future emphasis. However, some groups disagreed on the topics and
factors that should receive the greatest future emphasis.

MMS used studies produced from the program for a variety of lease sale
uses, including preparation of environmental impact statements, secre-
tarial issue documents,' and Interior’s 5-year leasing schedule.z MMs offi-
cials told us that MMS used studies from all except 2 of the 106 contracts
that we reviewed.? One study was not used because the lease sale for
which it was to be used was cancelled. The other study was not used
because no oil or gas production had occurred in the area covered by the
study.

!Secretarial issue documents are prepared for each lease sale and analyze issues involved in the pro-
posed sale, such as economic benefits and environmental risks. The document is sent to the Secretary
of the Interior for review and consideration of proposed lease sales.

>The OCS Lands Act, as araended, and Interior regulations require that OCS lease sales be included in
an approved 5-year oil and gas leasing schedule. These schedules, submitted to the President and the
Congress, identify those areas for which lease sales are planned over a 5-year period. The most recent
5-year plan (dated April 1987) covers the period of mid-1987 to mid-1992.

*We reviewed 106 contracts out of a total of 197 contracts awarded during fiscal years 1983 to 1985.
The 106 contracts selected were identified by MMS as being completed or closed as of our cut-off date
of December 31. 1986, and/or were determined by us to be those MMS and NOAA contracts that had
either received, or appeared to have received. a final study report as of our cut-off date.
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Chapter 2

Program Studies Miss Original Due Dates but
Are Considered Timely, Useful, and of

High Quality

The most frequent uses of studies from the contracts that we reviewed,
obtained from our survey of MMs headquarters and regional officials, are
shown in table 2.1. Studies from program contracts generally have mul-
tiple uses.

Table 2.1: Most Frequent MMS Uses of
Program Studies

Use Frequency of use?®
Prepare draft environmental impact statement 64
Synthesize information® 54
Prepare final environmental impact statement 49
Develop or use computer models 38
Develop OCS 5-year leasing schedule 28
Fulfill legal requirements 21
Prepare secretarial issue document 19

2Because some products had multiple uses, the frequency of use exceeds the 106 contracts we
reviewed.

PSynthesis of environmental information includes combining information from several sources into one
source

Coastal states and committees that advise the environmental studies
program used program studies for many purposes, although generally
not to a great extent for any one purpose. The most extensive uses of
the studies were:

providing input during the MMS presale planning process;
commenting on Interior’s 5-year leasing schedule; and
updating, assessing, or synthesizing knowledge in a subject area.

In general, other individuals and organizations outside MMS used studies
for only a few purposes and not to a great extent for any of these pur-
poses. They used these studies for the following:

preparing environmental reports for their own or other organizations;
providing a basis for scientific research; and
updating, assessing, or synthesizing knowledge in a subject area.

Most Draft and Final
Studies Received After
Original Due Dates

Most draft and final studies MMs and NoaA received as of December 31,
1986, were received after the due dates specified in the original con-
tracts. As of December 31, 1986, MMS and NoaA received 132 draft stud-
ies and 122 final studies from those contracts awarded during fiscal
years 1983 to 1985. Of these studies, 110 draft and 101 final studies

Page 15 GAO/RCED-88-104 OCS Environmental Studies



Chapter 2

Program Studies Miss Original Due Dates but
Are Considered Timely, Useful, and of
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missed their original due dates.® The overdue draft studies were submit-
ted an average of 5.6 months after the original due dates, and the over-
due final studies were submitted an average of 8.3 months after the
original due dates. Only 12 draft and 15 final studies were received on
or before the original due dates. We also found that 44 draft and 68 final
studies were due, but had not yet been submitted to MMS or NOAA, as of
December 31, 1986.

MMS and NoaAa officials provided us several reasons why draft and final
studies were not submitted when originally due, including poor contrac-
tor performance, MMS’ and NOAA's tasking contractors to collect and ana-
lyze additional data beyond the original statement of work, inadequate
contractor monitoring by MMs and NOAA staff, and adverse weather and
sea conditions.

MMS studies program regulations require that information available or
collected by the studies program shall, to the extent practicable, be pro-
vided in a form and in a time frame that can be used in the decision-
making process for leasing or other management responsibilities. MMS
officials told us that they received seven studies too late for a planned
lease sale use. In five of these cases, this caused reduced precision and
certainty of analysis, conclusions, and recommendations in environmen-
tal impact statements and proposed notices of sale. In two of these five
cases, MMS placed stipulations on the lease sale, which allowed mMwms to
use the studies when they became available to develop postlease sale
exploration and development requirements. However, MMs officials said
the effects in all five of these cases were either insignificant or mitigated
because of other circumstances, such as the cancellation of the lease
sale. In the other two of the seven cases, MMS indicated no adverse
impacts from the studies not being available.

4MMS and NOAA received 10 draft and 6 final studies for which due dates were not specified in the
contracts, or the date the study was received was not available. Consequently, we were unable to
determine if these 16 studies were on time.
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Al Most MMS officials we surveyed who used program studies said they
MO?t MMS Officials were useful, timely, of high quality, and needed. We obtained MMS opin-
Believed PI'OgI‘am jons on all except 3 of the 106 contracts that we reviewed.> Most MMS
Studies Were Useful, officials thought program studies were useful for th(?ir: purposes. Table
Tlmely of Hi gh 2.2 shows the reported degree of usefulness. MMs officials believed that
Y

. all studies were at least somewhat useful because program studies were
Quahty, and Needed both needed and of high quality. Need was cited as a reason for useful-
ness for 82 of the contracts (80 percent), whereas quality was cited as a
reason for usefulness for 83 of the contracts (81 percent). (App. II con-
tains the questionnaire we used to obtain MMS officials’ opinions and
summarizes their responses.)

5Three contracts were not included because they were for uses unrelated to lease sales.
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Table 2.2: Summary of MMS Survey
Results on Usefuiness, Timeliness,
Quality, and Need for Program Studies

|
Number of Percentage

Study characteristics contracts of contracts
Usefulness?
Very to extremely useful 75 73
Somewhat to moderately useful 16 15
Of little or no use 0 0
No response 12 12
Total 103 100
Timeliness®
Somewhat to very timely 65 63
Neither timely nor untimely 19 18
Somewhat to very untimely 8 8
No response 11 1
Total 103 100
Quality®
Above average to excellent 86 83
Average 7 7
Below average to poor 3 3
No response 7 7
Total 103 100
Need"®
Definitely to probably needed 9 88
Undecided 2 2
Probably not needed 2 2
No response 8 8
Total 103 100

3Applies to final studies only.

PDoes not differentiate between draft and final studies.

Most MMs officials considered program studies at least somewhat timely
for their use, of average or better quality, and needed for MMs analysis.
As table 2.2 shows, 63 percent of the program studies were considered
timely; this was attributed to both good MMS contract administration -
efforts and good contractor performance. Only 8 percent of the program
studies were considered untimely. In terms of quality, 83 percent of the
program studies were considered of above average or better quality
compared with 3 percent that were considered below average or poor.
Factors contributing to MMS opinions about the quality of the studies
included
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» the depth of issue treatment,
+ the validity of conclusions and recommendations, and
« the form in which results were presented.

In addition, MMS believed that 88 percent of the studies were needed, and
only 2 percent were considered not needed.

Views of States and Most gronps outside MMS that we surveyed found the program studies

Others About the
Program

timely, useful, of high quality, and needed. Some groups, however, such
as coastal states, local governments, and Policy Committee members,
believed that half of the program studies were not received in time to be
used in preparing their input to MMs decision-making. The Scientific
Committee members also believed that some program studies were not
needed by MMSs for decision making.

Most Survey Groups
Considered Program
Studies Timely

Most of the groups we surveyed said that the majority of program stud-
ies were received in time for their use in providing input to MMS on pre-
and postlease sale activities. However, coastal states, members of the
MMS Policy Committee, and individuals and organizations affiliated with
local governments, questioned the timeliness of many studies. They said
that they received about half of all studies too late to use. (See table
2.3.)

Table 2.3: Summary of Questionnaire Responses From Coastal States, MMS Committees, and Other Groups About Program

Studies
Percentage of

Timeliness for input to Usefuiness for respondent studies not
Respondent group MMS group Study quality needed by MMS?
Coastal states Half too late Somewhat useful Above average 12
Policy committee Half too late Moderately useful Above average 10
Scientific committee Majority on time Moderately useful Average 29
Regional technical working groups  Majority on time Moderately useful Above average 1
Federal government Majority on time Moderately useful Above average
State government Majority on time Somewhat useful Above average
Local government Half too late Somewhat useful Average
Oil and gas and related companies Majority on time Moderately useful Above average
University and private research/ Majority on time Moderately useful Above average

consultant

@ ool slwWlO| N

#Percentage shown is a lower bound estimate. For the members of the groups who did not respond, we
assumed they would have said that 100 percent of studies are needed by MMS.
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The states of Oregon and Washington were concerned about the poten-
tial for untimely program studies. The MMS 5-year leasing schedule
(dated April 1987) included a sale in the Oregon-Washington ocs for
April 1992, the first since 1964. Oregon and Washington were concerned
that needed environmental studies will not be available in time for this
sale. The governor of Oregon commented that *“‘an unrealistically short
time frame has been created in which to identify, fund, and conduct
studies, analyze results and do any follow-up studies needed for leasing
and post-leasing decisions . . . .” The governor of Washington commented
that his state’s “‘main concern is that a comprehensive studies program
be adopted and that studies are conducted prior to draft EIS (environ-
mental impact statements) for the lease sale . . . .” However, in the
state’s opinion, the planned schedule did not provide sufficient time to
prepare for the lease sale.

After Oregon and Washington provided comments to our survey, the
Congress appropriated $900,000 to accelerate environmental studies for
certain controversial areas of the ocs, including Washington and Oregon.
MMS is planning to use $200,000 of the funds to initiate a study of com-
mercial fisheries off the coast of Washington and Oregon 10 months ear-
lier than originally planned.

Survey Groups Believed
Program Studies Were
Useful, of High Quality,
and Needed by MMS

Most of the groups we surveyed believed that program studies were use-
ful, of high quality, and needed by MMS. Most of the groups we surveyed
considered program studies moderately useful. Coastal states and state
and local government respondents, however, considered studies only
somewhat useful. All of the groups surveyed, except the Scientific Com-
mittee and local government respondents, considered study quality to be
above average. The latter two groups believed that study quality was
average. (See table 2.3.)

In general, the groups we surveyed believed that most program studies
were needed by MMS for lease sale decisions. With the exception of the
Scientific Committee, the groups believed that at least 83 percent of the
studies were needed by MMS. However, members of the Scientific Com-
mittee, who are responsible for advising MMs about the scientific value
of studies, said 29 percent of the studies were not needed.

On the basis of our analysis of survey results, the following are some of

the reasons survey respondents believed that MMs did not need the pro-
gram studies for 0Cs decision-making:
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Views of States and
Others on Past and
Future Emphasis of
the Program

The studies replicated other studies.
Study data were not critical to MMS decision-making.
The studies had little or no direct application to MMS decision-making.

In general, most of the states, 0ocS Advisory Board respondents (includ-
ing Policy Committee, Scientific Advisory Committee, and regional tech-
nical working group members), and others we surveyed agreed that the
program had appropriately emphasized the research topics and factors
that produce environmental impacts associated with ocs oil and gas
activities. Except for the Scientific Advisory Committee and local gov-
ernments, the groups generally agreed that MMS should focus future pro-
gram research on the topics of offshore habitats, water quality, and
commercial fisheries. The groups, except for local governments, also
generally agreed on the future ranking of factors that produce environ-
mental impacts.

In analyzing the future research topics and environmental factors, we
used the 0ocs Policy Committee as a benchmark for comparing the rank-
ings of all other groups. We selected the Policy Committee because (1) it
is tasked with providing advice and guidance to the Secretary of the
Interior on the oil and gas leasing program, including environmental
studies, (2) it has a broad membership, including representatives from
states, federal agencies, and the private sector, and (3) it has a broad
perspective of Interior’s oil and gas leasing program. These factors
establish the Policy Committee as an authoritative and influential group
regarding future directions of the program.

Most States, Advisory
Groups, and Others Agreed
on Past Emphasis of the
Program

In general, most of the states and others we surveyed agreed that the
program had appropriately emphasized those research topics and fac-
tors that produce environmental impacts associated with 0cs oil and gas
activities. (See apps. III-V and tables 2.4 and 2.5 for lists of the research
topics and factors.) A majority of the groups we surveyed said that 18
of the 20 research topics and factors we asked about had been appropri-
ately emphasized.

Although seven of the nine groups said that one or more topics or fac-
tors had been underemphasized, a majority of the nine groups agreed
that the program had underemphasized only two topics or factors: the
impacts from trash and debris associated with 0cs development and the
impacts from the demolition of offshore oil and gas platforms at the con-
clusion of 0ocs development. The Scientific Committee was the only
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group surveyed that said the program had greatly overemphasized any
topics or factors: the study of endangered and threatened species and
the study of noise emissions associated with ocs development.

Most States, Advisory

Committees, and Others

Agreed About Future

Emphasis of the Program

Most of the states and others we surveyed agreed with the Policy Com-
mittee about what the future emphasis of the program should be.
Although all the survey groups believed that each of the 12 research
topics and 8 factors we asked about should receive some future empha-
sis, they believed certain topics and factors should be emphasized more
than others. Tables 2.4 and 2.5 illustrate the Policy Committee respon-
dents’ rankings of the future emphasis each research topic and factor
should receive. Table 2.4 illustrates the rankings assigned to each of the
research topics by the Scientific Advisory Committee and local govern-
ment respondents. Table 2.5 illustrates the rankings by local govern-
ment respondents of the factors that produce environmental impacts.
These were the only two groups that differed substantially from the Pol-
icy Committee. The views of all other groups were similar to those of the
Policy Committee.

]
Table 2.4: Policy Committee, Scientific Committee, and Local Government Rankings on Future Emphasis of Program Research

Topics

Ranking of emphasis

Policy Commiittee?®

Scientific Committee

Local government

1 Offshore habitats Coastal habitats Environmenta! geology

2 Water quality Physical oceanography Endangered and threatened species
3 Commercial fisheries Commercial fisheries Chemical oceanography®
4 Environmental geology Socioeconomic conditions Physical oceanography®

5 Coastal habitats Meteorological conditions Air quality

6 Physical oceanography Offshore habitats Socioeconomic conditions
7 Endangered and threatened species Chemical oceanography Water quality

8 Chemical oceanography Environmental geology Coastal habitats

9 Socioeconomic conditions Water quality Wildlife species

10 Wildlife species Air quality Commercial fisheries

11 Air quality Wildlife species Offshore habitats

12 Meteorological conditions

Endangered and threatened species Meteorological conditions

#The rankings of coastal states, regional technical working groups, federal government, state govern-
ment, oil and gas and related companies, and university and private/research consultants were highty
similar to those of the Policy Committee.

®For local government respondents, there was no difference in rankings for chemical oceanography and
physical oceanography.
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Table 2.5: Policy Committee and Local
Government Rankings on Future
Emphasis of Factors That Produce
Environmental Impacts

Conclusions

Ranking of

emphasis Policy Committee® Local government

1 Effluent discharges Effluent discharges

2 Operations activities Operations activities
3 Trash and debris Air emissions

4 Demolition activities Construction activities
5 Waterway traffic Demolition activities

6 Air emissions Waterway traffic

7 Construction activities Noise emissions

8 Noise emissions Trash and debris

#The rankings of coastal states, the MMS Scientific Committee, regional technical working groups, fed-
eral government, state government, oil and gas and related companies, and university and private/
research consultants were highly similar to those of the Policy Committee.

Offshore habitats, water quality, and commercial fisheries were among
those research topics the Policy Committee respondents believed should
receive the greatest program emphasis in the future. While most of the
other survey groups agreed with this assessment, the Scientific Commit-
tee believed that coastal habitats and physical oceanography should
receive the greatest future emphasis while local governments believed
environmental geology and endangered and threatened species should
receive the greatest emphasis.

Effluent discharges, operations activities, and trash and debris were
among those environmental impact-producing factors that the Policy
Committee respondents believed should receive the greatest future pro-
gram emphasis. Local government respondents—the only group differ-
ing substantially with the rankings of the Policy Committee—agreed
that effluent discharges and operations activities should get the most
future emphasis but ranked other factors differently. One of the most
striking differences between the two groups was the ranking of trash
and debris, ranked third by the Policy Committee but eighth by local
government respondents.

On the basis of our review, it appears that the environmental studies
program is generally meeting its intended purpose of providing MMs with
timely, useful, and high-quality information about the environment for
making decisions concerning the development of 0CS mineral resources.
Non-MMS users also were generally satisfied with the usefulness and
quality of the program studies. Most also said the majority of the studies
were received in time for their use in providing input to MM™s in lease
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decisions. However, coastal states, members of the MMs Policy Commit-
tee, and individuals and organizations affiliated with local governments
said they receive about half of all studies too late to use for providing
input to MMS on lease sale decisions.
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Historical Roles of
MMS and NOAA in the
Alaska Program

Since 1974, NoAA’s role in the Alaska environmental studies program has
evolved from managing most of the study contracts to managing specific
studies as directed by MMs. Conversely, Interior’s role has changed from
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) primarily overseeing NOAA’s
activities to MMS actively managing about half of the ongoing contracts.
While NoAA and MMS both manage contracts, reductions in funding over
the last several years have made this arrangement less efficient, as evi-
denced by an increasing percentage of NoAA’s funds being consumed by
administrative functions.

To show how efficiency can be increased, we evaluated one possible
alternative in which NoAA’s role in Alaska would closely resemble its
role in the other three oCs regions—primarily that of conducting envi-
ronmental research under contract to MMs. Consolidating program man-
agement in MMS could result in a savings of up to $1.3 million a year. We
did not attempt to compare these savings with other alternatives.
Rather, our objective was to show the potential cost reductions attaina-
ble. Moreover, any decision to consolidate these functions clearly rests
with MMS as the agency having primary program responsibility, and
must consider other issues such as staffing, public perception of objec-
tivity, and continuity of scientific expertise.

NOAA, part of the Department of Commerce, has been involved with the
Alaska program since the program began in 1974. At that time,
Interior’s Bureau of Land Management, the agency originally responsi-
ble, lacked the oceanographic expertise to manage environmental stud-
ies of the Alaska 0CS. NOAA provided the necessary expertise and ship
support to manage large-scale marine environmental studies. The 0cs
Lands Act Amendments of 1978 required that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the Secretary of the Interior use the capabilities of Com-
merce on a reimbursable basis. The Congress intended that NoAA be the
agency in Commerce to provide these capabilities.

In 1974 NoaA established an 0cs Environmental Assessment Program
(referred to in this chapter as the Alaska office) to design and manage
the Alaska program. In 1975 BLM signed an agreement with NOAA to man-
age and conduct a program to acquire and analyze marine environmen-
tal data in those areas of the Alaska ocs identified by BLM for potential
oil and gas exploration. BLM maintained oversight of NOAA activities and,
after consulting with NoaA, could change either the work specified or the
manner of performance.
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The Administrative
Functions of MMS and
NOAA Largely
Duplicate Each Other

The role of N0oAA’s Alaska office has changed over time from that of
managing the entire Alaska program to that of managing specified stud-
ies in the Alaska region as directed by Mms.! The role of the NoaA Alaska
office is that of program manager, which is different from NOAA’s role in
the other three 0cs regions—that of serving as a researcher or data base
manager. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, BLM began building up socio-
economic and marine mammals expertise in the Alaska studies program.
In January 1982, when Interior consolidated in MMS the responsibility
for oil and gas lease sales activities, which formerly had been performed
by BLM and the U.S. Geological Survey, MMS continued assembling staff
with expertise in the areas needed to manage environmental studies.

Since 1975, BLM, and then MMS, have signed basic and annual agreements
establishing the terms and conditions of NOAA’s involvement in the
Alaska program. Basic agreements cover periods of 5 years (the most
recent being signed in September 1985) and outline such things as the
general responsibilities of each agency and the provisions for reviewing
and/or terminating each agency’s involvement. MMS and NOAA are
required to annually review the terms of the basic agreement, which
allows either agency to terminate the agreement upon 30 days written
notice. Annual agreements are more specific and define the portion of
the Alaska program to be performed by NoaA, including reporting
requirements and the amount of funding MMS is to provide.

Both MMS and Noaa award and manage environmental studies contracts
for the Alaska program. MMS administers its portion of the Alaska pro-
gram through its procurement branch, located in Herndon, Virginia, and
through its Alaska regional office. The procurement branch awards con-
tracts, authorizes payment to contractors, and approves contract modifi-
cations. The Alaska regional office monitors contractor performance and
distributes copies of environmental studies reports. The Alaska regional
office also annually develops the draft and final Alaska regional studies
plans, reviews NOAA's research proposals for the annual agreement, and
reviews and approves work performed under the agreement.

NOAA administers its portion of the Alaska program through an office in
Anchorage and the Western Administrative Support Center and the
Pacific Marine Center, both located in Seattle. NoaA’s Alaska office moni-
tors contractor performance and distributes final environmental studies

!In addition to its managerial functions, NOAA has other offices, such as the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service, that perform research for the Alaska studies program.
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reports. This office also proposes an annual plan for Alaska studies and
prepares a mid-year briefing and year-end program report detailing
work accomplished and problems encountered. The support center
awards program contracts, authorizes payments to contractors, and
approves contract modifications. The Pacific Marine Center provides
ships that support Alaska program research.

MMS receives annual appropriations for the environmental studies pro-
gram. Through the annual agreement, MMS pays for NOAA’s Alaska office
program activities, including research and the salaries and expenses of
NOAA personnel who manage the program. NOAA provides ships, at no
cost to MMs, for program research from its fleet of 23 vessels. This fleet
supports research programs and projects conducted by NOAA, MMS, and
other federal agencies.

In recent years, Alaska program funding and the number of contracts
managed by MMS and awarded and managed by NoaA have declined.
NOAA's management costs—those costs incurred by NOAA to manage its
portion of the Alaska studies program—have increased to about 35 per-
cent of its Alaska studies program costs reimbursed by MMs.

Funding for the Alaska program—{for both MMS and NoAA—has
decreased. Table 3.1 shows the funding levels for fiscal years 1974-87
and an estimate of the funding level for fiscal year 1988. Annual fund-
ing peaked at $29.1 miilion in fiscal year 1976, declined to $8.5 million
by fiscal year 1987, with a fiscal year 1988 estimate of $7.3 million. The
chief of MMs’ branch of environmental studies said that the large amount
of information already collected for Alaska and the decline in the oil
industry’s interest in the area have led to a decline in the priority of the
Alaska studies program.
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Table 3.1: Budget for Alaska Region
Environmental Studies Program—Fiscal
Years 1974-88

Dollars in Millions

Fiscal year NOAA program MMS/BLM program Total
1974 $17 $0.0 $17
1975 77 23 10.0
19762 279 1.2 291
1977 211 07 218
1978 191 18 208
1979 14.9 36 18.5
1980 21.4 44 258
1981 159 44 203
1982 10.4 44 148
1983 93 45 13.8
1984 78 6.1 139
1985 7.2 38 1.0
1986 6.9 41 11.0
1987 6.0 25 85
1988° 44 29 73

#ncludes transition quarter.

PCosts for 1988 are estimated.

The decline in funding is reflected in a declining number of research con-
tracts managed by MMS and awarded and managed by NOaA. Tables 3.2
and 3.3 identify the number of contracts awarded and managed by each

agency from fiscal years 1974 through 1987. The sharpest decline in

contracts awarded and total contracts managed has been at NoAA—from

100 and 169 in fiscal year 1976 to 3 and 35 in fiscal year 1987,

respectively.
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Table 3.2: Alaska Program Contracts
Awarded by MMS and NOAA—Fiscal
Years 1974-87

Fiscal year MMS awarded NOAA awarded Total awarded
1974 0 1 1
1975 7 74 81
19762 3 100 103
1977 2 22 24
1978 7 8 15
1979 7 2 9
1980 23 21 44
1981 11 11 22
1982 15 16 31
1983 17 22 39
1984 23 33 56
1985 12 11 23
1986 14 11 25
1987 15 3 18

nctudes the transition quarter

Tabte 3.3: Alaska Program Contracts
Managed by MMS and NOAA—rFiscal
Years 1974-87

Fiscal year MMS managed NOAA managed Total managed
1974 0 11 11
1975 7 85 92
19762 8 169 177
1977 9 149 158
1978 11 125 136
1979 15 102 117
1980 31 105 136
1981 36 102 138
1982 37 103 140
1983 41 89 130
1984 49 91 140
1985 44 73 117
1986 39 52 91
1987 38 35 73

Ancludes the transition quarter.
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We believe that the drop in Alaska program funding and reductions in
the number of contracts awarded and managed has resulted in the
Alaska studies program becoming less efficient. For example, table 3.4
shows that NOAA’s management costs as a percentage of total costs have
increased fairly steadily since the late 1970s, rising to an estimated 35
percent of total costs in fiscal year 1988.

Table 3.4: NOAA’s Alaska Program
Management Costs as a Percentage of
Costs Reimbursed by MMS—Fiscal
Years 1974-88

|
Dollars in Millions

Management costs as a

Costs reimbursed Management percentage of total
Fiscal year by MMS? costs costs
1974 $1.66 $.14 84
1975 7.66 1.96 25.6
1976° 27.90 2.83 101
1977 21.10 1.52 72
1978 19.10 175 9.2
1979 14.85 2.20 148
1980 21.44 2.67 125
1981 15.86 3.34 211
1982 10.41 1.96 188
1983 9.33 1.59 17.0
1984 784 1.45 18.5
1985 719 1.44 200
1986 6.86 1.67 243
1987 6.04 1.7 28.3
1988¢ 435 1.53 352

%Includes research and management (salaries, travel, equipment, supplies, and overhead) costs.
Plnciudes 1976 transition quarter.

¢Costs for 1988 are estimated.
Source: NOAA.

Similarly, table 3.5 shows that while program funding, contracts
awarded, and contracts managed for both NOAA and MMS decreased from
fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1987, program staff in both agencies
remained relatively constant.

Page 30 GAO/RCED-88-104 OCS Environmental Studie



Chapter 3
Consolidating Alaska Program Management
Functions Can Increase Efficiency

Table 3.5: NOAA and MMS Alaska
Program Environmental Studies Funding,
Contracts Awarded, Contracts Managed,
and Staffing—Fiscal Years 1983 and
1987

Consolidating
Administrative
Functions Can
Increase Efficiency

]
Dollars in millions

NOAA MMS
Fiscal Year Percent Fiscal Year Percent
1983 1987 change® 1983 1987 change®
Program funding $9.3 $6.0 (36) $45 $25 (44)
Contracts awarded 22 3 (86) 17 15 (12)
Contracts managed 89 35 (61) 41 38 (Q7)
Staffing® 13 14 08 16 16 00

aNumbers in parentheses are negative numbers.

PExcludes MMS and NOAA procurement staff.

According to the chief of MMS’ branch of environmental studies, MMS may
have to reassign staff to other Alaska branches or other MMs regions if
the number of contracts continues to decline, and the Alaska studies sec-
tion chief said that Mms will look very critically at whether to fill any
current or future vacancies. Conversely, NOAA officials believe that
NoaA’s Alaska office staffing level cannot be reduced further without
adversely affecting NOaA's ability to maintain scientific expertise and
responsiveness to MMS.

If, as NOAA contends, its Alaska office staffing level cannot be reduced
further without adversely affecting program expertise and responsive-
ness, other alternatives to increasing program efficiency should be
explored. We evaluated the alternative of consolidating the administra-
tive functions in MMS because (1) program responsibility rests primarily
within Interior, (2) yearly appropriations are made to MMS, which, in
turn, pays for NoaA’s Alaska office program activities, and (3) NOAA’s
role in the other three 0CS regions is primarily to conduct environmental
research. We found that up to $1.3 million a year could be saved if pro-
gram management were consolidated in MMs. While we did not specifi-
cally evaluate cost savings possible by consolidating the functions in
NOAA, we believe this also could result in savings over the current
arrangement if MMS staff were reduced.

On August 28, 1987, MMS provided data we requested on the annual
costs and personnel that would be required if MMS were to assume NOAA'S
Alaska program functions. MMS estimated it would need four positions in
Alaska—organic chemist, logistics technician, data manager, and clerk/
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typist—and up to four contract specialists in the Herndon, Virginia, pro-
curement branch to assume NoaA’s functions, depending on future work
loads.

On the basis of the data MMS provided, we estimate that up to $1.3 mil-
lion a year could be saved by consolidating NoaA’s administrative func-
tions relating to the Alaska program in MMS. (See table 3.6.) MMS and
NOAA also identified one-time costs of about $143,000 to consolidate the
program ($120,000 for MMs to relocate staff to Alaska, $15,000 to trans-
fer equipment and material, and $8,400 for miscellaneous travel costs).
These one-time costs are not included in the annual savings calculation.

Table 3.6: Estimated Annual Savings if
Administrative Functions Are
Consolidated in MMS

|
NOAA costs no longer incurred

Program management? $1,525,000

Additional MMS costs

Personnel $207.000
Equipment/storage space 25,000
Travel 20,000
252,000
Savings to MMS $1,273,000

3Fiscal year 1988 estimate. These costs are actually paid by MMS through its annual agreement with
NOAA.

Source: MMS.

On the basis of current work load, we estimate that MMS will incur addi-
tional personnel costs of about $207,000 for the four positions in Alaska
and one contract specialist. MMS estimated that another $45,000 would
be required for additional equipment, storage space, and travel to moni-
tor contracts transferred from NoAA. The $1.3 million annual savings is
the difference between costs NOAA no longer would incur and Mms’ addi-
tional costs to assume NOAA's functions.”

%In addition, MMS estimated that $768,000 would be required for ship time now provided by NOAA
at no charge. However, this would be offset by a corresponding reduction in the funding NOAA woul
incur for ship support for MMS.
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Chapter 3
Consolidating Alaska Program Management
Functions Can Increase Efficiency

While it makes sense to consolidate MMS and NOAA contract award and
administrative functions to achieve greater efficiency, other issues must
also be considered. Staffing is one such issue. For actual savings to
occur, positions must be eliminated or not filled or staff must be moved
elsewhere in the federal government where there is a need. Under the
alternative of consolidating the administrative functions in MMS, NOAA
staff would be reduced or used elsewhere.

In the past, NoaA reduced its Alaska office staff. For example, in fiscal
year 1980, Noaa reduced its Alaska office staff by 35 percent from 40 to
26 when its studies program office was being moved from Boulder, Colo-
rado, to Juneau, Alaska. NoAA also reduced its Alaska office staff by 2,
from 14 to 12, in fiscal year 1988 by not filling vacant positions. NOAA
has also used its Alaska office staff to perform work other than contract
administration. For example, in fiscal year 1988, NoAA proposed and MMS
approved $128,000 to perform such tasks as collecting field samples and
preparing reports. Further, according to the chief of NOAA’s ocean
assessments division, some staff are being used to conduct work funded
by other agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Army Corps of Engineers. Therefore, given the relatively small number
of staff in NoAA’s Alaska office, it seems reasonable that they can be
transferred to other positions in NOAA or elsewhere in the federal gov-
ernment where their expertise is needed.

Program credibility is another issue that must be considered. NoaA offi-
cials in the office of oceanography and marine assessments and its
Alaska office believe that NOAA brings objectivity to the Alaska environ-
mental studies program. The director of the office of oceanography and
marine assessments pointed out that MMs’ responsibility for developing
0cs oil and gas resources reduces MMS’ ability to be unbiased. The direc-
tor of MMS’ Alaska 0cCs region said MMS’ public planning process, includ-
ing environmental impact statement preparation and public hearings,
ensures that MMS remains objective and independent.

Another issue MMS must consider is that needed scientific expertise is
not lost because of consolidation. For example, the director of NOAA’s
office of oceanography and marine assessments identified physical and
chemical oceanography, biological sciences, and ecosystems research as
some of the scientific expertise provided by NoAA. Such expertise should
be maintained if MMS chooses to absorb N0AA's administrative functions.
This could be accomplished by Mms hiring those NOAA professionals with
the expertise MMS needs to work in the studies program office.
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Conclusions

Recommendation

Finally, because MMs has primary program responsibility, a decision to
consolidate contract award and administration functions in another
agency must recognize that MMS may need resources to adequately moni-
tor program implementation.

Reductions in funding for the Alaska environmental studies program
over the last several years have made the duplication of administrative
functions that exist between MMS and NOAA less efficient. Our work has
shown that consolidating program management within MMS can result in
savings of up to $1.3 million a year. However, in making a decision to
consolidate, MMS must also consider other issues, including staffing, pub-
lic perception of MMS’ objectivity in addressing environmental concerns,
and the continuity of needed scientific expertise.

We recommend that the Secretary of the Interior direct the Director of
MMS to develop alternatives for making more efficient the Alaska envi-
ronmental studies program contract award and administration functions
currently carried out by both NoaA and MMS. In deciding which alterna-
tive to pursue, MMS should consider not only potential dollar savings but
also other issues, such as staffing, public perception of objectivity, and
continuity of scientific expertise.
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

In an August 20, 1986, letter, the Chairman, Environment, Energy, and
Natural Resources Subcommittee, House Committee on Government
Operations, raised concerns about Interior’'s 0ocs Environmental Studies
Program. As agreed with the Chairman’s office, we focused our efforts
on three objectives: (1) identifying how MMS used program information
for ocs decision-making and determining the level of satisfaction of Mums,
states, and others with program studies, (2) determining whether deliv-
ery of environmental studies is timely in relation to original due dates
and planned lease uses, and (3) determining whether Alaska program
resources can be used more efficiently.

We conducted audit work in each of MMs’ four 0Cs regional offices in
Vienna, Virginia, New Orleans, Louisiana; Los Angeles, California; and
Anchorage, Alaska; and at MMS headquarters in Washington, D.C. We
also performed work at NOAA’s program office in Anchorage; NoaA’s
Office of Oceanography and Marine Assessments in Rockville, Maryland;
and at NoAA’s Western Administrative Support Center in Seattle,
Washington.

Determining MMS Use of
and Satisfaction With
Program Studies

To determine how program information is used for ocs decision-making,
we reviewed 106 contracts out of a total of 197 contracts awarded dur-
ing fiscal years 1983 to 1985. The 106 contracts selected were identified
by MMS as having been completed or closed as of our cut-off date of
December 31, 1986 and/or that we determined had either received, or
appeared to have received, a final study report as of the cut-off date.
We reviewed 74 contracts from the Alaska region, 6 from the Atlantic
region, 9 from the Gulf of Mexico region, 13 from the Pacific region, and
4 from program headquarters. We also surveyed MMS headquarters and
regional officials about how these studies were used and solicited opin-
ions from MM™s officials about the quality, timeliness, and usefulness of
these studies. Information collected on the studies included MMS’ actual
and intended use(s) of the studies and the priority assigned to these
studies in regional studies plans. Program contracts called for many
types of products such as hard-copy reports, computer tapes, and maps.
In this report, the term “‘studies” is used to refer to all types of
products.

We developed and sent a structured data collection instrument to MMS
officials to obtain information on how studies from the 106 contracts
were actually used. We also requested documentation of the major uses
identified (e.g., citation in environmental impact statements and citatior
in Secretarial Issue Documents) and conducted interviews with MMs
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headquarters and regional officials to verify the accuracy and complete-
ness of information provided.

In addition, we asked MMS officials that use program studies to complete
a questionnaire soliciting opinions about the quality, timeliness, and use-
fulness of studies from 103 of the 106 contracts (see app. II). (Three
contracts were not included because they were for uses unrelated to
lease sales.) We solicited information from MMS and NOAA contracting
officers’ technical representatives regarding the type and frequency of
contract monitoring. In all, we collected information from 266 MMS and
NoAA staff, many of whom provided data for more than one contract.

Our questionnaire asked MMs users to rate several aspects of program
study quality, including the overall quality of each study. To determine
the extent to which specific aspects of program study quality could
explain ratings of overall quality, we performed a multiple regression
analysis on seven aspects of study quality:

depth of issue treatment in program studies,
objectivity of program studies,

reliability of program study results,

validity of data gathered,

validity of conclusions and recommendations,
ability to generalize study findings, and

form in which results were communicated.

These seven aspects of study quality explained 83 percent of the varia-
bility across contracts in overall study report quality. Three of the
aspects contributed uniquely to explaining this variability: depth of
issue treatment, validity of conclusions and recommendations, and form
in which results were communicated. We defined these three as impor-
tant factors affecting individual perceptions of overall study quality.
(Although contracts in this analysis were not randomly selected, we
used tests of significance of the regression coefficients as criteria for
selecting important explanatory factors.) The remaining four aspects of
quality correlated highly with overall quality ratings, but their contribu-
tion in explaining the variability in these overall ratings overlapped
with that of the other quality characteristics. This analysis allowed us
to report on the perceived quality of program study reports.
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Determining States’ and
Others’ Satisfaction With
the Program

To determine states’ and others’ satisfaction with the program, we used
a mail-in questionnaire to survey three groups of non-MMs study users:
(1) governors of coastal states, (2) ocs Advisory Board members active
as of January 1986, and (3) a random sample of individuals and organi-
zations on MMs distribution lists (see apps. III through V). These surveys
were conducted between April and July 1987 and all three groups
received identical surveys. Individuals not responding to the original
mailing were sent follow-up questionnaires to encourage response.

We surveyed governors of 24 coastal states. Of these, we received 23
responses.' In some instances, the governors asked that the survey
response of their official representative on the ocs Advisory Board be
used as the official state response.

To survey ocs Advisory Board members (including Policy Committee,
Scientific Advisory Committee, and regional technical working group
members), we obtained from MMS a list of ocs Advisory Board members
as of January 1986. Of the 124 members active as of that date, 105
responded to our survey or contacted us about their response. Some
individuals in the same organization submitted a joint response to repre-
sent their collective views, and a number of those who officially repre-
sent their state on an 0cs Advisory Board committee said that the
official response from their state represented their views. Our analysis
of Advisory Board members included official responses from coastal
states as indicated, and we weighted collective responses by the number
of individuals or organizations represented by the response.

We reported responses of the ocs Policy Committee, Scientific Advisory
Committee, and regional technical working groups separately. Individu-
als serving on more than one of these groups were included in the analy-
ses of each committee. Because of this overlap, results of these three
committees are not mutually independent.

To survey other non-MMs program study users, we obtained copies of
MMS’ distribution lists for program study reports and related mailings.
To the extent possible, we eliminated duplicate names, MMS employees,
0cs Advisory Board members from 1982 to 1986, and libraries and

!'"The governors of Alabama, Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Caro-
lina, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Virginia, and Washington responded. Although Hawaii
and Pennsylvania responded, they had no opinions about the program. We received no response from
Texas.
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repositories. From the resulting list of 2,973 names, we randomly sam-
pled 698. The sample size was selected to ensure that the sampling error
for estimates of percentages did not exceed 5 percent at the .95 confi-
dence level and so that comparisons among study users in the four 0Cs
regions would be statistically feasible. A breakdown of our sample’s
response characteristics is given in table I.1.

Table I.1: Response Characteristics of
Random Sample Respondents in Survey

Number in
Characteristic sample Percent
Initial sample 698 100
No current address -32 -5
Duplicates/ineligibles -3 -0
Total surveyed 663 95
Responded and completed questionnaire 444 67
Responded but did not complete questionnaire 78 12
Total responded 522 792
No response 141 21

@Response percentages are based on the total number surveyed.

Of those we surveyed, 79 percent (522) returned questionnaires or con-
tacted us to explain why they were not completing the questionnaire. In
some instances, two or more individuals from the same organization sub-
mitted a single response to represent their combined views. In our analy-
sis we weighted the single response by the number of individuals or
organizations it represented.

For many of the analyses involving the random sample, we grouped
responses by the respondents’ organizational affiliations. There was a
sufficient number of respondents in five independent organizational cat-
egories to make statistical comparisons among these groups feasible.
These organizational categories are state government, local government,
federal government, oil and oil-related companies, and universities and
private sector researchers.

We tested for statistical significance where appropriate when we com-

pared responses among the subgroups of the random sample, the three
ocs Advisory Board committees, and coastal states.
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Because of the diversity of our questions and the special knowledge
required to answer some of them, the number of respondents who pro-
vided an opinion for each question varied. Our findings reflect an analy-
sis of the effects, if any, of non-responses to questions.

Determining Timeliness of
Program Studies

To evaluate the timeliness of program studies, we reviewed all 197 con-
tracts (131 administered by MMs and 66 administered by NoAA) awarded
in fiscal years 1983 through 1985. We collected and compared informa-
tion on dates that draft and final studies were scheduled to be and were
actually received. We also interviewed contracting officers and procure-
ment officials in MMS’ Procurement Operations Branch-B in Herndon,
Virginia (the office responsible for program procurement), and in NOAA’s
Western Administrative Support Center in Seattle about the administra-
tion of program contracts. We also interviewed contracting officers’
technical representatives in each of the four MMS 0CS regional offices and
in N0oAA’s office in Anchorage.

Evaluating Whether
Alaska Program Resources
Can Be Used More
Efficiently

To evaluate whether Alaska program resources (MMS and NOAA) can be
used more efficiently, we (1) examined legislation authorizing Interior’s
use of the Department of Commerce to conduct environmental research,
(2) reviewed the terms of annual agreements between MMS and NOAA, (3)
obtained MMS’ and N0oAA’s current and historical Alaska work load and
funding statistics, and (4) interviewed MMS and NoAA officials about the
future status of the NoaA Alaska program and the degree of expertise
possessed by each agency. We did not independently verify current or
historical statistics of NoAA’s Alaska work load or funding levels.

We discussed with MMS and Noaa officials claims by NOAA that NoAA con-
ducts more objective environmental research than MmMs. We obtained
these officials’ opinions about the quality of environmental research
produced by both agencies. We also analyzed responses from our non-
MMS user survey to questions related to the Alaska program on study
characteristics such as objectivity and reliability of study methods. This
analysis did not allow us to compare the quality of research produced
by MMS or NOAA but did allow us to assess whether non-MMs users viewed
these study characteristics differently in Alaska than in other ocs
regions. To the extent possible, we searched for, but were unable to find
in our questionnaire responses from non-MM™S users of program studies
(see ch. 2), evidence that would support or contradict the view that one
of NOAA’s contributions to the Alaska program is objectivity. We did not
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conduct an analysis of either contract statements of work or program
study reports to determine the objectivity of studies by either agency.

We also did not independently verify the expected personnel or cost
impacts identified by MMS should MMs take over the duties and responsi-
bilities of NOAA. We requested both MMS and NOAA to analyze the expected
personnel and cost impacts should NoAA’s portion of the program be con-
solidated into MMS. MMS prepared such an analysis in August 1987; how-
ever, NOAA declined, citing a belief that it will not be terminated from the
Alaska program.

Evaluating Non-MMS
Opinions on the Future
Emphasis of the Program

To evaluate non-MMS opinions on the future emphasis of the program,
we developed a proposed *agenda” for future research for each of the
nine interest groups in our survey (coastal states, three 0cs Advisory
Board committees, and five subgroups of the random sample). Although
our survey did not directly ask respondents to rank research topics for
future emphasis of the program, we developed a preferred order for
each respondent on the basis of their answers to questions 29 and 32 in
our questionnaire (see apps. III through V). We did this by applying a
statistical procedure (normalized ipsatization) to responses that
removed any individual tendencies to give uniformly high or low ratings
to all topics or to give the same response to all topics. These adjusted
answers were aggregated across respondents in an interest group and
the aggregate response was used to order topics into an agenda.

Finally, we assessed the correspondence of agendas across the nine
interest groups. We did this by first correlating each interest group’s
agenda with those of all other interest groups. Twenty-one of the 36
possible correlations across research topics were significant. All of the
nonsignificant correlations involved either the Scientific Advisory Com-
mittee or local governments. A factor analysis of the correlation matrix
indicated that only three unique agendas for research topics existed
among the interest groups. These agendas are best described by the
agendas for the Scientific Advisory Committee, local governments, and
all others combined.

With respect to research on factors that produce environmental impact,
there were only two unique agendas, best described by the agendas for
local governments and all others combined. All seven of the nonsignifi-
cant correlations in this analysis involved local governments.
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Our work was conducted between August 1986 and March 1988 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. We
discussed the results of our review with agency officials and have incor-
porated their comments where appropriate. At the Chairman’s request,
we did not ask the agencies for official comments on a draft of this
report.
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MMS and NOAA Officials’ Responses to
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U. S. GRNERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

1
SURVEY OM CHARACTERISTICS OF ENVIROWMENTAL STUDIES

(Contract number for study )
1. wWhich of the following units pinal Product
best describes your response status )
for this study? (Check one box.) 1. B9 very timely
1. (87 Environmental Assessment 2. [26] Somewhat timely
2. {19 Environmental Operations 3. (19] Neither timely nor untimely
3. ({J envirormental Studies 4. (7] Somewhat untimely
4. (7 Envizonmental Modeling s. (L] Very untimely
S. (2] other (specity): 6. [0) ¥o experience with final
product
2. Did you use or intend to use 7. (0] ¥o final product for study
either the draft or final product
associated with this study for MMS 4. For your purposes, how useful,
analysis? (Check one box for each if at all, weze the draft and final
question.) products for this study? (Chagk one
box for each product.)
Intend? L. (18} Yes 2. (62 No
ODraft Product
use? 1. (7% ves 2. (72 wo

. 1. (29 txtremely useful
If you answered ®"So" to both

questions, skip to Question 11. 2. (‘EI Very useful

3. (') Moderately useful
3. Based on your use or intended use

of this study, how timely or 4. [3_] Somewhat useful
untimely would you say the draft and
final products were? (Check one bdox 5. @_} 0f little or no use
for each product.) I R A R

6. 0] No experience with draft
Drafe Product product

7. O No draft product for study
1. (44 Vezy timely
Pinal Product

2. (2§ somewhat timely

1. B3] Extremely useful
3. (I} Neither timely nor untimely

2. P2 Very useful

4. {8 sSomewhat untimely
3. [I5] Moderately useful
S. {23 Very untimely
-------------- 4. [I_] Somewhat useful
6. {Q No experience with draft
product 5. 0_] 0of little or no use
7. [Q MNo draft product for study 6. 0] wo experience with final

product
7. 0] No final product for study

1Responlen to questions should total to 103 (number of studies
surveyed) or to 266 (number of questionnaires completed by MMS
and NOAA officials). However, MMS officials did not complete
all questions for all studies. NOAA officials provided
responses to questions 11 through 19 only.
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§. In your opinion, how much did each of the following factors conttibute
to or detract from the timeliness of the draft and final products for this
study? (Check one box for each factor.)

Neither
Greatly |Somewhat (Contri-
Contri- |Contri- |buted norjSomewhat Greatly Basisf
buted buted Detract tract tract o Judgel
1 2 3 4 S [}
ontractor
gformance 43 28 10 8 4 0
ontzract
dainistration 22 40 24 5 1 [4]
roduct revisions
5 27 42 7 2 0
Changes in intended
or in need 3 10 A3 3 4] 0
ther (s ify):
’ (specify) 8 2 1 2 4 0

6. In your opinion, how much did each of the following factors contribute to
or detract from the usefulness of the draft and final products for thig
study? (Check one box for each factor.)

icher
Creatly [Somewhat iContri-
Contzi- ontri- uted norSomewhat Greatly Basis
L]

buted uted Deatract tract tract Judge
1 2 3 4 S [
imeliness or untime-
liness of study
26 35 22 8 1 0
tudy quality §
55 2R 4 4 1 n
Need for the study
() 22 11 o 0 0

it between intended
urpose and actual

results of study 44 28 17 2 1 o
ther (Specify):
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7. B8ased on your actual use or intended use aof this study to perform MMS
analysis, would you now say this study was or was not needed? (Check one
box.)

1. 7

b

Cefinitely needed

S

2. Probably needed

3.0

i~

Undecided

Probably not needed

w -
bl
[

Definitely not needed

8. In your opinion, how excellent or poor was the study with respect to
each of the following characteristics? (Check one box for each
characteristic.)

No
asis
xcel- | Above Below To
lent lvo:qu’vt:lg.lv.tho Poor Judge
1 2 3 4 $ [
1. Importance of issues
1s_tud'ud 56 31 5 0 0 0
. Depth of issue
:::-n.nt 32 47 2 3 ! 0
3. Objectivity EY 45 " 1 1 o
4. Reliability of scudy
methods 26 52 19 n n 0
T, Validlty of data
‘qathered 29 50 " 1 0 [\
6. Validity of conclusions
and recommendations 27 43 11 4
. 1lity to generalize
findings 2] 49 18 4 0
. Contribution to knowledge
in the field 43 40 3 ! n
9. Contribution to future
rasearch ideas 34 37 16 4 0 i
.Form in which results o
were communicated 26 4R 19 2 0
.Integration of results
with other impact data 18 50 16 ! ! 0
.QOther (specify): 3 o o a ) 0
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9. 1Ia your c¢piaion, how excsllent
or poor was the overall quality of
this study? (Chack ome Ddox.)

1. (43 excellent

2. (4] Above Average

=

3. (7] Average

4. (1] Below Average

5. (L] Poor

16. Considering study usefulness,
timeliness and quality, overall how
satisified or dissatisfied were you
with this study? (Check one box.)

1. (63 Very satisfied
2. (19 somewhat satisfied

3. (4] Neither satisfied noz
dissatisfied

4. 2] Somewhat dissatisfied

5. {21 Very dissatisfied

11. wWere you an official
Contracting Officer's Technical
Representative (COTR) for this
study? (Check one bdox.)

1. 0] Yes (Continue to Q. 12)
2. (131 No (Skip to Q. 19)

12, Pox approxisately how long were
you the COTR for this study? (Enter
years or fraction of a year.) ?

1.5 Yeacz(s)

13, which of the following methods
were used to notify the public that
the draft and/or final products
were available? (Check all that
apply.)

1. B2] Direct mailing of products
to names oa distridutioan lists

2. 35) Dizect notification of
availability to states, local
govermments, industry gcoups and
their representatives or others

3. ¢!] Aoncuncement or listing in
tegional or national catalog of
OCS/E8P products

4. P4) publication of study or
study abstracts in professional or
technical jouznals

S. (39 rormal preseatation of
study at professional and/or
technical meetings

6. (14 other (specify):

14, 1o your opinioa, how
effectively or ineffectively did
MMS publicize the availability of
this study? (Check one box.)

L. BQ Very Effectively

2. 2_1: Somewvhat Rffectively

3. 33 Ondecided

¢. () Somewhat Tneffectively

S. (0] Very Ineffectively
15, Ouring the period that the
contract for this study was in
fozce, about how often, if at all,
did you communicate with the
contractor? (Check one box.)

1. 7] weekly

1. 2] siweekly

3. B2 Montnly

4. (& »imonthly

S. [19 Less than bimonthly

6. (2] Mot at all

Number shown is the average of COTRs that responded.
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16. Approximately what percentage
of your communications with the
contractor were in gach of the
following cateqgories? (Enter one
percentage for sach category,
including ¢'s where upp:optuco.)3

1. Phone Calls 54 3

2. Written Communications _28 4

3, On-site Visits 5 v
4. Detailed Records
Inspections K
S. Other (specify): 7
]
TOTAL 199 &

17. How much, if at all, did each of the following factors help or

interfere with your ability to communicate with the contractor? (Check one
box for each factor.)

Neithez 1
Greatly Somewhat |(Helped norfBomewhat Teatly |
Helped Helped Intecfer atecfer ntezfered
1 2 3 4 5
‘Location of the
contractocr 8 7 51 21 1
Availability of
the contractot 26 14 34 12 2
Available funding 15 5 61 6 1
Available time
10 7 56 13 2
[+ H
ther (specify) : 0 0 : 4 |

18. In your opinion, how sufficient
or insufficient was the contract
monitoring for this study? (Check
one box.)

1. 52 very sufticient
2. 31  somewhat sufficient
3. 15 Undecided

4. (21 somewhat insufficient

5. (1l vVery insufficient

3 Numbers shown are the average of studies for which COTRs responded.
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19, Comments. Please use this space to provide any comments you say have
about the timeliness, usefulness, quality or need for this study; or about
how the contract administration for this study might have been improved.

Thank you for yeur cooperation.
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

SURVEY ON USE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DATA
PROVIDED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES PROGRAM
OF THE MINERALS MAMAGEMENT SERYVICE

INSTRUCTIONS:

The U.S. General Accounting Office is an
agency of the Congress responsible for
evaluating Federal programs., We are
currently conducting a review of the
Outer Continental Shelf Environmental
Studies Program which is administered by
the Minerals Management Service of the
Department of the Interior.

As part of our review we are contacting
individuals who have participated in the
management of the program as well as a
randomly selected sample of people and
organizations who have expressed an
interest in the Environmental Studies
Program since October 1982. Because you
are one of only a small number of people
we are contacting, your reply to our
questionnaire--whether or not you use
studies from the program--is of great
importance to us.

There is & small possibility that you may
receive two requests to complete this
questionnaire: one directly from us and
one from your employer. If this occurs,
please follow the instructions in
Question 1.

The questionnaire should take
approximetely 30-45 minutes to complete.
Please return your completed
questionnaire in the enclos:d pre-
addressed envelope within 5 days of
receiving it. Your responses will be
combined with those of others and
reported in summary form to the U.S.
Congress.

1f you have any questions, please call
Richard Jorgenson, Tom Reilly or Doug
Glovier: telephone number (202) 275-
8904 or (202) 254-7392.

I[n the event that the return envelope is
misplaced, the return address is:

Mr. Richard Jorgenson

Room 4476

U.5. General Accounting 0ffice
44]1 6 Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Environmental Studies Progras

The Environmental Studies Program (ESP)
of the Minerals Management Service (MMS)
was designed to provide informatfon for
assessment and sanagement of
environmental {impacts on the human,
marine and coastal environments of the
Outer Continental Shelf (0CS) and coastal
areas which may ba affected by oil and
gas development.

Information gathered through the ESP ds
used by MMS as an information base for
0CS leasing and management decisions. [t
is also used by private industry,
academic finstitutions, other federal or
state government agencies, and concerned
citizens. Study information is received
by WMS from various contractors in many
forms such as hard copy reports, data
reports, maps, and computer tapes.

The ESP was established in 1973. Until
October 1982, it was administered by the
8yreau of Land Management. Since October
1982 it has been administered by MNMS.

To the extent possible, please answer our
questionnaire based on your experiences
with the program under HNNS'Ss
administration of 1t, October 1987 to
the present.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Have you received more than one cOpy
of this questionnaire? (Check one.} CD(1)
(6)

1. 20 To date this is the only copy I
have received.

2. (3 This is the second copy [ have
received. My answers on this
copy are different from my
initial response.

3. [ 3 This is the second copy I have
received. My answers on this
copy would be the same as my
initial response. (Skip to Q39)

2. Which of the following categories
Dest describes your primary personal or
organizational affiliation for your
dealings with the Environmental Studies
Program (ESP)? (Check one.)
(7-8)
1. [2] State government
2. [ G Local government
3. (9 011 or natural gas company
4. [ O Other oil or gas related company
$. (O Trade association
6. [0 Fisheries group
7. [ Environmental interest group
8. (3 university
9. [0 Private research/consultant
10. [9) Federal government
{specify department and agency)}:

11. [_g Library/repository (Stop here.
Please return your gquestionnaire
in the enclosed envelope so that
we can properly count you in our
statistics.)

12. [ g Other (specify):

3. Are you completing this questionnaire
as an ingividual or for your
organization? (Check one.)

(9)
1. {1 As an individual

2. (19] For my organization

4. Approximately how long have you or
your organization been involved with the
ESP and/or receiving or usiny its
studies? (Enter number of years or
fraction of a year.)
(10-11)
8.5 Years

S. With approximately how many ESP
studies or reports are you Or your
organization at least somewhat familiar?
(Check one.)

1. [g] None

2. {8)1-5§

I.f6-10

4. (6] 11 - 15

5. (1] 16 - 20

6. [yg More than 20

(12)

ACQUISITION OF ESP STUDIES

6. In your opinion, how helpful or
unhelpful has MNS been in providing
information about ongoing ESP studies?
(Check one.)}
(13)

1. fig) very helpful

2. [8) Somewhat helpful

3. [1] Undecided
4. [0] Somewhat unhelpful
§. (0] Very unhelpful

6. (1] No opinion
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7. Which of the following methods
describes how you or your organization
usually learn that a completed ESP study
is available? (Check all that apply.)
{14-18)

1. [17] Review MNS quarterly listing of
completed of fshore publications

2. [ig] Hear about study from informal
contacts with MMS officials

3. 1] Am on MMS distribution list
and receive studies directiy

4. [3] Learn about study from other MMS
sources (specify):

5. [3] Other (specify):

8. From which of the following sources
do you or your organization typically
obtain copies of ESP-studies or study
reports? (Check all that apply.)
(19-23)
1. [27 MMS directly

2. [5] National Technical
Information Service

3. 0] Public or private library®

4. [1] Otner (specify):*

5. [] Have not obtained any studies®

If you checked categories 3, 4 or §,
SKIP TO Q16

9. Are there any ESP studies or study
reports that you or your organization
have requested which were never
delivered? (Check one.)

1. [1 Yes
2. Rgl No (SKIP TO Q11)

(24}

10. Which of the following reasons
explains why the study (or studies) were
not delivered? (Check all that apply.)
(25-29)
1. [1) Study or report was out of
print

2. [1] Copies of study were
unavailable

3. (0] Request was lost or misplaced

4. [1] Reason not known

5. (0] Other (specify}:
11. About how long does it typically take
from the time you or your organization
request a published study or interim
information about a study until you
receive it? (Check one.)

{30)

1. 177 A few weeks

2. {1 A month

3. [9) 2 - 3 months

4. [g] 4 - 5 months

5. [0] 6 months or longer
12. In general, about how many separate
requests for a published study or interim
information about a study do you or your
organization make before you receive it?
(Check one,)

1. [1g) One

2. [g] Two

3. (Q] Three or more

(31

13. How would you characterize the
reproduction quality (legibility,
compieteness) of most study or report
copies that you or your organization have
received? ( Check one.)
(32)
1. [7] Excellent

2. [g] Above Average
3. [5] Average

4, [0] Below Average
5. (0] Poor
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14,  How often, if at all, nave you or
your organization received copies of
unrequested ESP studies? (Check one.}
(33}

1. [ 4 Rarely, if ever

2. (11 On occasion

3. [ 4 Often

4. (_] very often

S. [_} Extremely often
15. How often, if at all, have you or
your organization received more than the

requested number of copies of a study?
{Check one.)

(34)
1. [1 Rarely, if ever
2. [5] On occasion
3. [3] Often
4. [0] Very often
5. [L] Extremely often

USE AND QUALITY QF ESP STUDIES

MMS originally planned and funded many
ESP studies for use in its management of
proposed lease sales and post sale
activities. We are interested in your
experiences with studies that you or your
organization planned to use for pre or
post sale activities as well as studies
that you hag no prior intent to use for
lease sale activities.

16. To what extent, if at all, did you or
your organization intend to use one or
more ESP studies to give input to MMS on
specific lease scles or post sale
management decisions ? (Check one.)

(35)
1. ] Little or no extent (SKIP TO Q19}
2. [5] Some extent
3. [5) Moderate extent
4. [6] Great extent

5. 3] Very great extent

17. How timely or untimely were those
studies you intended to use for input to
MMS on proposed Tease sales or post sale
activities? (Check one.)
(36)
1. [1] Extremely timely (all or almost
all received in time to use)

2. [ 7] Moderately timely (majority
received in time to use)

3. (5 Neither timely nor untimely
(about half received in time and
half received too late to use)

4. [3] moderately untimely (majority
received too late to use)

5. []) Extremely untimely (all or
aimost all received too late
to use)

6. 2] Have not received any studies

18. To what extent did the time Detween
your request for a study and your receipt
of it help or interfere with your ability
to use the study? (Check one.)
(37)
1. [1] 6reatly nelped

2. []) Somewhat helped
3. fi)] Neither helped nor interfered
4, [2] Somewhat interfered
5. [2] Greatly interfered
6. [2) Have not requested any studies
19. In your opinion, about what percent
of ESP studies provided information that
MMS needed and what percent were Q_f
needed Dy AMS for specific lease sale or
post sale management decisions? (Enter
one percentage for each category.)
1. 74 % Needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (38-
decisionmak ing 39)
2. 26 % Not needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (40-
decisionmaking 41)
(If zero, SKIP TO Q22)
100 < TOTAL

3. 1] No opinion (SKIP T0 Q22) (42}
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20. 0f those studies which you believe were not needed by MMS for pre or post lease sale
decisions (response category 2 in Question LYY, aboul how many were not needed for ach
of the following reasons? (Check one box for each reason. )

(43-46)
Few Some | About Most | A1l or
1f Any Half Almost
AN
1 2 3 4 5
(1. They repTicated other studies.
4 2 1 0 0
<. Their data was not critical to
MMS decisionmaking. 1 4 2 1 1
3. They had TittTe or no direct
application to MMS decision- ] 3 \ ! 0
making,
4. Uther (specity):
[ [¢] 0 0 0

21. Consider again only those studies which you believe were not needed by MMS for pre
or post lease sale decisions. MHow useful, if at all, for each of the following other
purposes were these studies? ((Check one box for each purpose.)

(47-52)
Little] Some-| Moder- Ex-
or No what | ately Yery gpremely No
Use Useful} Useful | Useful | Useful [Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 §
1. tstablish baseTine information
[¢] 4 I i 2 |
. dreak new scientific ground
4 2 1 0 1] 1
J. Add to knowiedge base on
effects of offshore leasing 1] 5 ! 2 0 1
4. Keach concliusions about UL
environment 0 4 1 1 0 1
5. StimuTate/perform subsequent i
research about 0CS environment 0 ) s 1 0 1
6. Other (specify):
0 0 0 o 0 0
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22. To what extent, if at all, have you Or your organization actually used ESP studies
for each of the following general purposes? (Check one box for each purpose.)

[53-64)
1 I Very
Little or Some Moderate | Great i Great
No Extent | Extent Extent Extent Extent
1 2 k] 4 I 5
. Provige 1nput during RS Jre sale
planning process {e.g., comment on 2 5 5 6 , 2
‘ Environmental Impact Statements) |
|z Provide input during WMS post sale T
| development process (e.g., comment 7 3 6 3 Y
‘ an _exploration or production plans !
. Comment on MRS S-year Teasing
program 2 8 4 6 oo
if. Review (oastal cone Nanagement
| consistency requirements 9 5 4 2 0
1§ Weview or Lest compliance with
| other federal, state, or local lawg g s 4 ) 0
;FUEveTOD. evaluate or revisw expior-
ation or production plans 8 3 b 0 1
‘T Develdp, evaluate or review actudl
I or proposed leasing requlations 6 2 9 3 0
8. Prepare environmental reports for
! Your own or other organizations 10 3 3 3 0
K n Uevelop ULS-reTated policy for
‘ non-MMS agencies or organizations 10 2 " 3 0
AU.Provide a dasis for scientific
‘ research 10 4 4 1 \
[I1.Update, assess, or synthesize
knowledge in a subject area 4 6 4 5 1
1d.Uther (specity):
) 0 0 1 )
L
23.  In general, how timely or untimely 24, QOverall, how useful to you, if at
for the purposes or actuyal uses you all, have ESP studies deen? (Check one.)
checked in Question 22 have ESP studies
been? (Check one.) ) (66)
(65) 1. [3) Little or no use

1. (2] VYery timel
‘2 ’ 2. [g] Somewhat usefu!

2. [8) Somewhat timely
3. [2] moderately useful

3. [5) Neither timely nor untimeiy \
4. [7] Very usefu)

4. [4) Somewnat untimely
§. [1] Extremely useful

5. (2] very untimely
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25. In your opinion, how much, if at all, do each of the following characteristics of
ESP studies nelp or interfere with their usefylness? (Check one bex for each
characteristic.)

(67-74
Neither
Helps
nor Somewhat | Greatly
Greatly | Somewhat | Inter- Inter- Inter- No
Helps Helps feres feres feres Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Timing of the studies 3 4 4 5 3 2
2. Quality of studies s 5 s 3 0 3

J. Technical nature of
studies 3 1o 2 2 0 4

4. TOpICS or issues covered

4 8 1 5 0 3
3. Lurrentness of information
5 4 3 4 1 4
6. U 1 4
ibjectivity of studies R 3 A 2 0 .
7. Studies’ contribution to 6
scientific knowledge 8 ! 0 0 4
. Uther [specity):
0 0 0 0 0 3
j e (1-4)
o2 (5)

26. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor are ESP studies,in general, with
respect to each of the following characteristics? (Check one box for each
characteristic.)

(6-17

Above Below 0 Basis

Excellent| Average | Average | Average Poor te Judge
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Importance of issues
studied 3 8 6 2 0 2
. Uepth of 1ssue treatment

2 ? 8 1 0 3

. Ubjectivity

B ReTiabiTity of study
methods ! 9 5 ! 0 5

. validity of dala gathered

! 7 7 1 0 5
B. Validity of conclusions 2 N
and recommendations 5 8 2 0 4
. AD1T 1ty to generalize
findings 2 ! 13 2 0 3
. Lontribution to knowledge
in the field 4 8 7 0 0 2
. Lontribution to future
resesrch ideas 3 10 2 4 0 2
U.Form 1n which resylts are
communicated 3 | 10 4 1 2
1. [Integration of results
with gther impact data 0 ! 4 7 4 s
¢.Uther [specify]:
{specity) 0 0 0 0 0 1
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27. In your opinion, how excellent ar poor is the overall quality of ESP studies, in
general? (Check one.) -

1. [ 3 Excellent (1)
2. 10 Above average
3. [ 3 Average

4. [ 0] Below average

5. [ 9 Poor

OPINIONS ABOUT ESP STUDY PROGRAM

28. In your opinion, have ESP studies overemphasized, underemphasized or placed an
appropriate level of emphasis on each of the following research topics? (Check one box
for each topic.)

(19-31
| Greatly YV 3Somewhai Rppro-— | Somewnat | Greatly
Over- Over- priately Under- Under- No
Emphasized Empnasized [Emphasized| Emphasized| Emphasized| Opinion
[ 1 2 3 ’ 5 6
L. Coastal Kabitats 9 2 8 6 3 2
. UTTshore Habitals
oita 0 3 6 8 2 2
. tndangered and
Threatened Species 2 3 13 ! 0 2
. Other Wildiite
Species o] 3 9 4 1 4
. Commercial ;
Fisheries ! 0 3 4 8 4 2
B. Socioeconomic ;r
Conditions 0 2 5 7 3 4
. Water Qualit
Uu_ y 0 1 9 8 o] l 3
. Air Qualit
4 y 1 1 10 4 0 ’ 5
K. Weteorologicar T
Conditions } 0 13 4 0 i 3
10 .Chemical :
Oceanography 0 2 11 3 0 . 5
T PRysTcaT ! 1 1% 3 0 2
Oceanography
1¢.Environmental 0 0 N s 2 : 3
Geology and Hazards :
13.0ther (spectfy): 1 0 0 0 2 \
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29. In your opinion, to what extemt should future ESP studfes focus on each of the
following research topics? (Check one box for each topic.)

{32-44)
Tittle o7 Some | Moderake| GCreal Nery sres No
No Extent] Extent Exlont Extent Extent Opinfon

1 2 3 4 H §
. Coastal Habitats
3 ] 7 7 2 1
. Uffshore Wabitats
0 ] 9 5 5. |

3. tndangered and
Threatened Species 0 3 9 9 o 0
&, Other WildTiFe

s_ép:ﬂs | 5 12 2 1 0
. Losmercial

Fisheries 1 1 7 10 2 0
6. Socioeconomic

Conditions 3 2 9 7 0 0
7. Water Quaiity

] 1 9 9 2 0
. ATr QuaTlity

r 1 (] 10 3 0 !
9. Meteorological
| Conditions I 7 8 .4 0 ‘_
10.Chemical

Oceanography 0 5 9 5 1 1
T Physical

Oceanograph 0 4 8 8 i 0
T T v rosma T
Geology and Mazards 0 3 9 6 3 0
13.0ther (specify):
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30. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor is the current level of scientific
knowledge about each of the following research topics related to oil and gas activities
on the Quter Continental Shelf? (Check ane box for each topic.)

(45-57
, ADOve W Below No Basgis
[Excellent | Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge
1 2 3 4 5 ]
1. Coastal Habitatls
! 6 3 4 4 3
. UfTshore Habitats
1 5 5 [ 2 2
. Endangered and
annglned Species : 9 6 3 0 2
|, Other Wildlite
Species 0 5 8 2 2 4
K. Ccamercial
Fisheries ! 6 4 6 2 2
6. >0C10econOmMIC
Conditions 0 3 9 4 ] 4
. wWater Quality
- 3 8 5 ) 3 |
. Air Qualnt
¢ y 0 3 8 3 1 6
9. Meteorological
Congitions 0 1 12 2 6 0
10.LChemical
Oceanography 0 5 6 5 0 5
IT.Physical
Oceanography Y 8 9 2 0 2
‘I'Z'IW:T?\ERH
Geology and Hazards 0 3 9 5 0 3
13.0ther [specify):
(spectly] [ o | o 0 2 2 9

i, In your opinion, have ESP studies overemphasized, underemphasized or p'lu:ed_an
appropriate level of emphasis on each of the following factors assoclated with
developrant of oil and gas resources on the Outer Continental Shelf? (Check one dox for

each factor.) {58-66}
‘breatly ; Somewhat Appro= Somewhatl | bredliy |
Over- Over- priately Under- Under- No
Emphasized|Emphasized [Emphasized|Emphasized Emh;siud Op;nicm
1 2 3 4
1. Air Emyssions |
1 2 6 6 1 ! s
. Noise Emissions I
1 i 10 3 Q o
|3. Trash and Uebris
! 1 4 6 2 5
. ETT luent
Discharges 0 I 10 6 1 3
. Waterway [raffic
0 | 6 4 2
¥ Construction ]
Activities 0 i 5 2
. Uperations
Activities 0 1 1 4 i 4
. Uemolityon :
. Activities 0 L 6 5 ) | 6
. Uthe Ty):
r (specity] o o o o 2 | 2 f
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103 (1-4)
3 . €03 (5)
2. In your opinion, to what extent should future ESP studies focus on each of the

following factors associated with development oF o611 and gas resources on the Quter
Continental Shelf?-(Check one box for each factor.)

(6-14
Little or| Some Hoderate reat ery breatl No
No Extent| Extent Extent Extent Extent Gpinion
r 1 2 3 4 5 §
T. Xir Emission
ss10ns . o S . | )
2. Noise emissions
6 5 7 1 0 i
|3. Trash and Debris
2 6 7 6 0 0
. effluent
Discharges 0 5 4 10 2 0
5. Waterway Traffic
| 6 12 1 0 !
. Lonstruction
Activities 2 5 9 5 0 0
/. Uperations
Activities 1 5 7 7 1 0
. UemoTition
Activities 0 8 11 2 0 0
. Uther (specity): 0 l o : | 0

33, Based on your experience, how excellent or poor is the current level of scientific
knowledge about each of tne following factors associated with oil and gas activities on
the Quter Continental Shelf? (Check one box for each factor.)

(15-23)
Above Be low 0 Basis
Excellent| Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge
1 2 3 4 5
1. ATr tmissions ) 5 7 5 0 4
2. Notse Emissions o R ; 3 0 7
3. Trash and Uebris : R 5 s | 3
4. Eff luent
Discharges ! 6 6 4 ! 3
5. Waterway iraffic 0 s 10 4 0 5
6. Construction
Activities 0 4 ! 6 ° 3
7. Uperations
Activities ! 5 5 6 0 3
. UemoTition 1 4
Activities 0 ! ! 7
3. Uther (specify): o o o o ) 2
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PARTICIPATION IN ESP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

34, Are you now or have you been a
member of any of -the following MMS (or
Bureau of Land Wanagement for periods
prior to October 1982) committees? (Check
one box for each committee and period of
membership that applies.)

35. Are you now or have you been a
member of any similar 0CS-related
committees for agencies or organizations
other than MMS? (Check one box for each
committee and period of membership that
applies.)

10/B - J1973 - [Never a
Present [10/82 |Member
UCS Policy
Committee 17 5 2
{24-26
[0TS Scienti-
fic Advisory
Committee ! 2 13
_(27-29
RegionaTl
echnical ;
orking Group 3 3 3
[Committee (30-32
36.

10788 - T 1973 < | Never
Present | 10/82 | Member|
DCS policy
committee 3 1 13
I —_— {33-35)
LS scienti-
fic advisory
committee 0 1 16
{36-38)
Technical
working group
committee H 0 12
{19-41)

of the following activities related to MMS's management of the ESP?

each activity.)

How often, if at all, do you or your organization comment on or participate in each

(Check one bdox for

{42-46)
Tways or
Rarely, On Very Almost
if Ever* | Occasion| Often Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
Tnformation trancfer mestingt
hd 1 3 1 3 13
Uevelopment of regional studies plans 1 1 2 6 "
a2velopment of national studies Tist 9 7 \ 2 1
vevelopmant of program pelicies
i ¥ 5 4 2 [ 4
ther (spacify]:
(specily] 1 [} 0 0 0
*1f you checked rarely, {f aver, for a1l of the above sctivities, SKIP 10 Q38.
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37. Overall, now satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the amount and type of feedback
or response from MMS on your participation in ESP management? {Check one.)

(47}
1. [1] Greatly satisfied
2. [g] Moderately satisfied

3. (3] Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfieg

4. [7] Moderately dissatisfied
5. [Q) Greatly dissatisfied
CONCLUSION

38. To what extent are your responses to this survey based on your knowledge of or
experiences with the ESP program in each of the following 0CS regions? (Check one box
for each region.)

{48-51)

Little very

or No Some Moderate | Great Great

Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent

1 2 3 4 H

1. Atiantic P 2 ! ) 10
2. bulf of Rexico 10 3 2 : 3
3. Pacific 10 4 2 | 2
4., Aiaska " 4 3 ) 1

39. Please provide the name, title, and phone number of the person we should contact if
we need additional information about your responses to our survey.

Title

Phone ( )

Area Number
Code

40. Comments: Please use the space below and tne back of this page to provide any
additional comments you may have concerning either the Environmental Studies Program
(including suggestions for program improvements) or this survey.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE S22,

SURVEY ON USE OF ENVIRONMENTAL INPACT DATA ]
PROVIDED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES PROGRAM &)
OF THE MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE ,

INSTRUCTIONS:

The U.S. General Accounting 0ffice is an
agency of the Congress responsible for
evaluating Federal programs. We are
currently conducting a review of the
OQuter Continental Shelf Environmental
Studies Program which is administered by
the Minerals Management Service of the
Department of the Interior,

As part of our review we are contacting
individuals who have participated in the
management of the program as well as a
randomly selected sample of people ang
organizations who have expressed an
interest in the Envirgnmental Studies
Program since October 1982. Because you
are one of only a small number of people
we are contacting, your reply to our
Qquestionnaire--whether or not you use
studies from the program--is of great
importance to us.

There is a small possibility that you may
receive two requests to compiete this
questionnaire: one directly from us and
one from your employer. If this occurs,
please follow the instructions in
Question |.

The questionnaire should take
approximately 30-45 minutes to complete.
Please return your completed
questionnaire in the enclosed pre-
addressed envelope within S days of
receiving it. Your responses will be
combined with those of others and
reported in summary form to the U.S.
Congress.

If you have any questions, please call
Richard Jorgenson, Tom Reilly or Doug
Glovier: telephone number (202) 275-
8904 or (202) 254-7392.

OFrE

~

teceon

In the event that the return envelope is
misplaced, the return address is:

Mr. Richard Jorgenson

Room 4476

U.S. General Accounting O0ffice
441 6 Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Environmental Studies Program

The Environmental Studies Program (ESP)
of the Minerals Management Service (MMS)
was designed to provide informatfon for
assessment and management of
environmental impacts on the human,
marine and coastal environments of the
Outer Continental Shelf (0CS) and coastal
areas which may be affected by oil and
gas development.

Information gathered through the ESP is
used by MMS as an information base for
0CS leasing and management decisions. It
is also used by private industry,
academic institutions, other federal or
state government agencies, and concerned
citizens. Study information is received
by MMS from various contractors in many
forms such as hard copy reports, data
reports, maps, and computer tapes.

The ESP was established in 1973, Uatil
October 1982, it was administered by the
Bureau of Land Management. Since October
1982 it has been administered by MMS.

To the extent possible, please answer our
questionnaire based on your experiences
with the program under MHMS'S
administration of it, October 1987 to
the present.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Have you received more than one copy
of this questionnaire? (Check one.) CD(1)
(6)
1. [Bg To date this is the only copy I
have received.

2. [0 This is the second copy [ have
received. My answers on this
copy are different from my
initial response.

3. [L. This is the second copy I have
received. My answers on this
copy would be the same as my
initial response. (Skip to Q39)

2. Which of the following categories
best describes your primary personal or
organizational affiliation for your
dealings with the Environmental Studies
Program (ESP)}? (Check one.)
(1-8)
1. (3]} State government
2. [ g Local government
3. [ g 011 or natural gas company
4. [ g Other oil or gas related company
S. [ g Trade association
6. [ 3 Fisheries group
7. [ 4] Environmental interest group
8. [ University
9. [ 3 Private research/consultant
10. [23) Federal government
(specify department and agency):

11. [g] Library/repository (Stop here
Please return your questionnaire
in the enclosed envelope so that
we can properly count you in our
statistics.)

12. [_J Other (specify):

3. Are you completing this questionnaire
as an individual ar for your
organization? {Check one.)

(9)
1. g As an indivigual

2. @] For my organization

4. Approximately how long have you or
your organization been involved with the
ESP and/or receiving or using its
studies? (Enter number of years or
fraction of a year.)
(10-11)
8.0 Years

5. With approximately how many ESP
studies or reports are you Or your
organization at least somewhat familiar?
(Check one.)

(12)
1. {1 None
2. g 1-5
3. g 6-10
4. (g 11 - 15
S. (4 16 - 20

6. [ More than 20

ACQUISITION OF ESP STUDIES

6. In your opinion, how helpful or
unhelpful has MMS been in providing
information about ongoing ESP studies?
{Check one.)
(13)

1. {4g very helpful

2. [3d Somewhat helpful

3. [ 8 Undecided

4. [ Somewhat unhelpful

5. (g Very unhelpful

6. [ 3 No opinion
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7. Which of the following methods
describes how you or your organization
usually learn that a completed ESP study
is available? (Check all tnat apply.)
(14-18)

i. [qd Review MMS quarterly listing of
completed offshore publications

2. [28 Hear about study from informal
contacts with MMS officials

3. [54] Am on MMS gistribution list
and receive studies directly

4. (g] Learn about study from other MMS
sources (specify):

5. 03] Other (specify):

8. From wnich of the following sources
do you or your organization typically
obtain copies of ESP studies or study
reports? {Check all that apply.)
(19-23)
1. (85 MMS directly

2. [ 9 National Technical
Information Service

3. [ 2) Public or private library*

4. [3) Other (specify):*

5. [ 3] Have not obtained any studies*

If you checked categories 3, 4 or 5,
SKIP TQ Q16

9. Are there any ESP studies or study
reports that you or your organizatien
have requested which were never
delivered? (Check one.)

1. [ Yes
2. By No (SKIP TO Qli)

(24)

10. wWhich of the following reasons
explains why the study (or studies) were
not delivered? (Check all that apply.)
(25-29)
1. [ 2] Study or report was out of
print

2. [2) Copies of study were
unavailable

3. [ Q) Request was lost or misplaced

4. [1] Reason not known

5. [Q Other (specify):
11. About how long does it typically take
from the time you or your organization
request a published study or interim
information about 2 study until you
receive it? (Check one.)

(30}

1. [58] A few weeks

2. [12] A month

3. [g] 2 - 3 months

4. [g] 4 - 5 months

§. _1) 6 months or Tonger
12. In general, about how many separate
requests for a published study or interim
information about a study do you or your
organization make before you receive it?
(Check one.)

1. bg] One

2. [1] Two

3. (1] Three or more

(31)

13. How would you characterize the
reproduction quality (legibility,
completeness) of most study or report
copies that you or your organization have
received? ( Check one,)
(32)
1. 29 Excellent

2. [24] Above Average

3. f3g) Average
4. [g) Below Average
5. [g] Poor
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14. How often, if at all, nave you or
your organization received copies of
unrequesteg ESP studies? (Check one.)
{33)
1. 27 Rarely, if ever
2. [34 On occasion
3. [L3 Often
4. [ 3 very often
5. [ Extremely often
15. How often, if at all, have you or
your organization received more than the
requested number of copies of a study?
(Check ane.)
(34)
1. [6Q Rarely, if ever
2. [18 On occasion
3. [ g Often
4. [ L Very often
5. [_J Extremely often

USE AND QUALITY OF ESP STUDIES

MMS originally planned and funded many
ESP studies for use in its management of
proposed lease sales and post sale
activities. We are interested in your
experiences with studies that you or your
organization planned to use for pre or
post sale activities as well as studies
that you had no prior intent to use for
lease sale activities.

16. To what extent, if at all, did you or
your organization intend to use one or
more ESP studies to give input to MMS on
specific lease sales or post sale
management decisions ? (Check one.)

(35)

l. [1g} Little or no extent (SKIP TO Q19)

2. (1] Some extent

3. (26 Moderate extent

4. [1] 6Great extent

5. [1§ Very great extent

17. How timely or untimely were those
studies you 1ntended to use for input to
MMS on proposed lease sales or post sale
activities? (Check one.)
(36)
1. (8] Extremely timely (all or almost
all received in time to use)

2. 24 Hoderately timely (majority
received in time to use)

3. {13 Neitner timely nor untimely
(about half received in time and
half received too late to use)

4, [7] Moderately untimely (majority
received too late to use)

5. [2] Extremely untimely (all or
almost all received too late
to use}

6. [ 2] Have not received any studies

18. To what extent did the time between
your request for a study and your receipt
of it nelp or interfere with your ability
to use the study? (Check one.)
(31)
1. [y Greatly helped

2. [l2, Somewhat helped
3. Bi‘ Neither helped nor interfered
4. [ g Somewhat interfered
5. [ 3 Greatly interfered
6. [2) Have not requested any studies
19. In your opinion, about what percent
of ESP studies provided information that
MMS needed and what percent were gg§
needed Dy HMS for cpecific lease sale or
post sale management decisions? (Enter
one percentage for each category.)
1. 74.1 % Needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (38-
decisionmak ing 39)
2. 25.7 % Not needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (40-
decisionmak ing 41)
(If zero, SKIP TO Q22)
100 % TOTAL

3. [3d No opinion (SKIP TO Q22) (42)
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20. Of those studies which you believe were not needed by MMS for pre or post lease sale
decisions (response category 2 in Question 19], about how many were not needed for each
of the following reasons? (Check one box for each reason.)

(43-45)
Few Some | About Most | A1l or
1f Any Half Almost

Al
1 2 3 4 5

1. They replicated other studies.

13 19 ! ! !

2. Their data was not critical to

MMS decisionmaking. 2 22 6 8 1

3. Tney had Nittle or no direct

application to MMS decision- 3 18 8 3 |
making,

3, Other (specify):

0 4 0 3 2

21. Consider again only those studies which you believe were not needed by MMS for pre
or post lease sale decisions. How useful, if at all, for each of the following other
purposes were these studies? (Check one box for each purpose.)

(47-52)
Little; Some-| Moder- Ex-
or No what | ately Very fremely No
Use Useful} Useful | Useful |Useful Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Establisn baseline 1nformation
0 15 15 6 6 0
¢. Break new scientific ground
16 'l 10 2 2 0
3. Add to know!edge base on
effects of offshore leasing 3 20 12 4 3 0
4. Reach conclusions about UL3
environment 2 19 9 9 ) 0
§. StimuTate/perform subsequent
research about 0CS environment 4 8 20 5 2 1
6. Other (specify): |
0 0 0 30 0

Page 66 GAO/RCED-88-104 OCS Environmental Studies



Appendix IV
OCS Advisory Board Members’ Responses to
Our Questionnaire

22. To what extent, if at a'l, have you Or your organization actually used ESP studies
for each of the ‘ollowing general! purposes? (Check one box for each purpose.)

— (53-64)
! R . very |
Little or Some | Moderate ‘ Great i Great |
No Extent | Extent Extent . Extent | Extent
1 2 3 | 4 | 5 |
1. Provide input during MMS pre sale :
planning process (e.g., comment on 13 25 18 22 i 6
Environmental [mpact Statements)
<. Provide input during MM post safle
development process {e.g., comment 28 16 20 15 ' 4
on exploration or production plans
3. Comment on WM3 S-year Teasing
program 13 26 18 23 L3
i
4. Review Loastal Tone Management :
i consistency requirements 38 16 15 1 : 1
| l
{8, Review or test comp iance with T
otner fegeral, state, or local lawy 36 17 17 9 |
\ i :
16. Uevelop, evaluate or review exdTorW !
| ation or production plans 29 12 26 10 | S
!7.‘Uevé7op. evaiuate or review actual !
or proposed leasing regulations 26 22 21 9 \ 3
|
;8. Prepare environmental reports for }
l your Own or other organizations 28 19 16 13 i 5
.9. Develop OLS-related policy for |
| non-MMS agencies or organizations 40 13 19 8 | 1
| I
[0 Provide a basis for scientitic ‘ 1
© research 31 12 22 13 5
: | 1
‘TT.Update, assess, or synthesye T
! knowledge in a subject area 16 15 27 18 " 8
12.0ther (specity]:
¢ {specily) 2 ! 2 l I o2
23. In general, how timely or untimely 24.  Qverall, now useful to you, if at
for the purposes or actual uses you all, have ESP studies been? (Check one.)
checked in Question 22 have ESP studies
been? (Check one.) (86)
(65) 1. [g] Little or no use

1. (13 very timely
2. 25 Somewhat useful
2. (39 Somewhat timely
3. [22) Moderately usefu)
3. RO Neither timely nor untimely
- 4. g very useful
4. 13 Somewhat yntimely
- 5. [5) Extremely useful
5. [0 very untimely
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25. In your opinion, how much, if at all, do each of the following characteristics of
ESP studies nelp or interfere with tneir usefulness? (Check one box for each
characteristic.)

(67-74
Neilher
Helps
! nor Somewhat | Greatly
Greatly | Somewhat | Inter- Inter- Inter- No
Helps Helos feres feres feres Opinion
1 2 3 4 5
L. Timing oF the studies 6 30 3 15 3 3
iz. Quality of studies 10 29 9 P 1 11
|- TechaicaT nature of 22 39 10 3 0 12
| studies
'4. Top1cs or issues covered 18 42 3 8 0 9
}5. Turrentness of information 55 Y 12 o | 0
g UbTectTvity of stadies 20 3 8 . 5 0
7. Studres —contributien To 9 o 7 2 1 0
screnti€ic knowledge
+ -
5. Uther (specify): 1 3 ) | 2 3
| i
10 {1-4]
oz (5)

26. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor are ESP studies,in general, with
respect to each of the following characteristics? (Check one box for each
characteristic.)

{6-17)
Above Below No Basis
Excellent| Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge
1 2 3 4 5 6
[. Importance of issues
studied 10 35 28 5 1 7
. Uepth ot 1ssue treatment g 32 29 7 0 9
3. Ubjectivity 12 % 16 5 1 8

W. Reltability of study
methods 10 32 27 2 ! “

. valhdity of data gathered

8 32 29 4 0 13
B. vatidity of concTusions
and recommendations } 20 40 7 0 10
. Ab1Ti1ty to generalize
findin;s 9 8 16 44 10 0 8
. Lontribdution to knowledge
in the field 15 28 % ’ ! k4
. Lontribution to future
research ideas 12 27 28 10 0 9
U.Form 1n which resulls are
commynicated 7 20 37 12 3 7
L.integration of results
with other impact data 3 12 31 16 8 15
¢.Jther (speci¥y)
1 1 ] 9] 2 3
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27. In your opinion, how excellent or poor is the overall quality of ESP studies, in
general? (Check one.)

(18)
1. 010 Excellent
2. [36] Above average
3. (28 Average
4. [3] Below average
5. [ Q] Poor
OPINIONS ABOUT ESP STUDY PROGRAM
28. In your opinion, have ESP studies overemphasized, underemphasized or placed an

appropriate level of emphasis on each of the following research topics? (Check one box
for each topic.)

(19-31)
areatly Y Somewhat Appro- Somewnat | breatly
Over- Over- priately Under- Under- No
‘Emphasized Empnasized [Emphasized| Emphasized| Emphasized| Opinion
) 1 2 3 4 5 6
. T H
; Coastal Habitats 1 0 7 12 23 13 ‘ 9
. dttsh H
J Tshore abitats } : 10 6 16 3 ;
. tndangered and
Threatened Species | : 19 36 7 3 8
M. Other Wildiite ' 3
Species l 6 A 13 2 16
. Commercial i
Fisheries 1 I 10 33 25 6 7
b. Socioeconomic ]
Conditions l “ t 25 23 7 10
oW r Tt
ater Quaiity I 6 47 15 SO BT
. A RER3
ir Quality 5 6 41 14 o | 18
. Meteoroiogical J
Conditions 2 ’ 31 8 1 15
10.Chemical
Oceanograpny 0 5 3 10 2. 12
11.Physical
Oceanography ! ' 50 14 o 8
12.environmental .
Geology and Hazards 2 4 46 13 6 ¢ 12
13.0ther (SDECIfy): | 0 1 1 7 4
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29. In your opinion, to what extent should future ESP studies focus on each of the
following researcn topics? (Check one box for each topic.)
(32-44)
cLittTe oy Some [ Moderate | Great ery Greal No 1
No Extent| Extent | Extent | Extemt | Extent | Opinionj|
] [
1 2 3 4 5 ! 6 ]
1. Ccastai Habitats 4 6 22 28 16 ! 7
i
Z. Offshore Habitals : 4 18 23 13 S
3. tndangered and
Threatened Species 2 19 27 26 6 ¢
4, Uther WiidTlite
Species 3 19 a8 15 0 9
5. Commercial
Fisheries 2 8 2 39 7 4
6. Socioeconomic
Conditions 10 15 27 18 ’ ?
7. Water Quality N 8 1 12 R 5
e Air Qualrty 7 20 3% 13 1 9
9. Meteorological
Conditions 5 26 26 16 1 9
10.Chemical
Oceanography s 19 3 16 6 8
11.Physical
Oceanography 4 '6 28 26 6 6
12 .Environmental
Geology and Hazards “ 14 25 20 14 7
13.0ther (specify): 0 0 1 | 0 5
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30. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor is tn: current level of scientific
xnowiedge about each of the following research topics related to 01l and gas activities
on tne Outer Continental Snelf? (Check one box for each topic.)

(45-57)
Adove i delow No Basrs}
iExcelent Average ' Average | Average , Poor to Judge
4 1 P ‘ 3 4 L5 6
1. Coastal Hapitats i
I 5 Lo 2 18 L 6
; —_—
lc. J¥fshore Hadlitats
1 5 s 25 28 2 6
3. tndangered and
Threatened Species 5 to36 27 9 3 5
{ Other wildiite
Species 2 A 37 b 3 1
5. Commercial .
Fisheries 4 P18 32 23 4 4
6. >0li0economic
Conditions [A | 9 34 20 6 1
7. water Qualitly l
3 T2 38 17 J 5 6
B. Air Quality
3 b9 40 15 l 2 15
9. Metecroiogical
Conditions 4 A INA 8 1 13
10.Chemica
Oceanography 4 7 39 10 3 1
IT.PRysicaTl
! QOceanograpny - 4 23 35 12 3 7
g tnvironmental
| Geology ang Hazards 4 17 39 13 4 6
13.0ther (Specity):
! ( ¢ 0 1 2 3 7 3

31.  In your opinion, have ESP studies overemphasized, underemphasized or placed an
appropriate level of empnasis on each of the following factors associated with

development of oil and gas resources on the Outer Continental Shelf? (Check one box for
eacn factor,)

(58-66)
Greatly . >omewhat Appro- Somewhat | breally
Over- Over~ priately Under- Under- | No
Empnasized|Emphasized [Empnasized Emphasized Emphgsized¥ Op;nion
1 2 3 4 i
1. ATr zmissions .
4 10 36 15 3 1_4J7
2. Nolse Emissions 7 11 35 : 15 1 J 15
3. Trash angd Debris
2 5 3] 29 6 11
4. ETTivent
Jischarges 2 10 41 21 4 7
5. Walerway Traffic
0 5 YA 17 4 15
6. Construction
Activities 1 0 I 50 16 2 16
/. Uperations . ‘
Activities 0 4 48 [ 2 Co
8. Uemolition ; i
Activities | | L Coon [ 10 Py :
9. Other (specify): ' |
I o 0 0 ‘ 0 | 3 7
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103 (1-4)
_ €D3  (5)
32.  In your opinion, to what extent snould future ESP studies focus on each of the

following factors assocratec with development ©of o1l and gas resources on the Outer
Continental Shelf?-(Check one box for each factor.)

(6=-18)
LittTe or] Some Noderate | Great ery obrea No
No Extent| Extent Extent Extent Extent Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 6
}. AIr Emissions 0 ) 27 0 2 7
2. Noise tmissions 1 27 26 S 0 9
3. irash and Jebris P 20 29 % A 4
4. Effluent
Discharges 4 11 25 36 l 6 3
5. Waterway 'raffic
7 20 41 9 ‘ 1 6
. Lonstruction
Activities ’ 17 40 14 : b
i7. Operations
| Activities 3 12 38 23 3 6
. vemolition
N Activities 3 5 36 20 ¢ ’
,5. Other (specify): | 1 5 3 > 3

33. Based on your experience, how excelient or poor is the current level of scientific
knowledge about each of the following factors associated with oil and gas activities on
the Quter Continental Shelf? (Check one box for each factor.)

(15-23)

Above Below No Basis

Excellent! Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge

1 2 k| 4 5
1. Air Emissons , s 3 s ) 6
2. Noise Emissions 5 17 30 0 5 17
. irash bris
3. Trash and Uebr s 6 2 27 o 0
4. et luent

Discharges 7 19 27 20 5 6
5. Waterway iraffic

4 12 46 10 1 12
6. Construction
Activities 4 14 41 10 | 13
7. Operations
Activities 5 15 39 15 0 1l
8. Uemolition
Activities 2 5 29 29 5 14
3. Other (specify):
(5P /) 0 | 0 1 s 5
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PARTICIPATION IN ESP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

34, Are you now or have you been a 35. Are you now or have you been a
memper of any of -the following MMS (or member of any similar 0CS-related
Bureau of Land Management for periods committees for agencies or organizations
prior to October 1982) committees? (Check other than MMS? (Check one box for each
one box for each committee and period of committee and period of memdership that
membership that applies.) applies.)
10782 - 11973 - |Never a 10782 - 11973 - | Never
Present |10/82 [Member Present | 10/82 Membe
LS Policy
Committee 26 9 38 PCS policy 9 3 54
committee
{24-26
0Ly S¢ienti- 33-35)
fic Advisory 12 10 46 LS scienti-
Committee fic advisory 4 6 57
(27-29) committee
Kegional
Technical (36-38})
Work ing Group 33 2 '8 echnical
Committee (30-32 working group 12 7 48
committee
L (39-41)

36. How often, if at all, do you or your organization comment on or participate in each
of the following activities related to MMS's management of the ESP? (Check one box for
each activity.)

(42-46)
ATways or
Rarely, On Yery Almost
if Ever* | Occasion| Often Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
Information transfer meetings 9 19 12 s 39
Deve iopment of regional studies plans 12 16 17 9 30
Deve lopment of national studies (1st 28 10 9 5 10
eve [opment of program poiicies 25 26 13 2 12
ther {specity):
2 1 0 0 1

*I1f you checked rarely, if ever, for all of the above activities, SKIP TO Q38.
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37. Qverall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the amount and type of feedback
or response from MMS on your participation in ESP management? (Check one.)
(47)
1. [4] Greatly satisfied
2. L1l Moderately satisfied

3. 17 Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied

4. [10) Moderately dissatisfied
5. [Q) Greatly dissatisfied
CONCLUSION
38. To what extent are your responses to this survey based on your knowledge of or

experiences with the ESP program in each of the following 0CS regions? (Check one box
for each region.)

(48-51)
Little Yery
or No Some Moderate [ Great Great
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent
1 2 3 4 5
1. AtTantic 23 % 7 5 2%
2. Gulf of Mexico 22 s 10 s 6
3. Pacific 33 20 s ; o
§, T ATaska
\ 34 20 5 8 9

39. Please provide the name, title, and phone number of the person we should contact if
we need additional information about your responses to our survey.

Name

Title

Phone { )
Area Number
Code

40. Comments: Please use the space below and the back of this page to provide any
additional comments you may have concerning either the Environmental Studies Program
(including suggestions for program improvements) or this survey.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

SURVEY ON USE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT QATA
PROVIDED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES PROGRAM
OF THE MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERY[CE

INSTRUCTIONS:

The U.S. General Accounting Office is an
agency of the Congress responsible for
evaluating Federal programs. \We are
currently conducting a review of the
Quter Continental Shelf Environmental
Studies Program which is administered Dy
the Minerals Management Service of the
Oepartment of the [aterior,

As part of our review we are contacting
individuals who have participated in the
management of the program as well as a
randomly selected sample of people and
organizations who have expressed an
interest in the Environmental Studies
Program since October 1982, Because you
are one of only a small number of people
we are contacting, your reply to our
questionnaire--whether or not you use
studies from the program--is of great
importance t0 us.

There is a small possibility that you may
receive two requests to complete this
questionnaire: one directly from us and
one from your employer. [f this occurs,
please follow the instructions in
Question 1.

The questionnaire should take
approximately 30-45 minutes to complete.
Please return your completed
questionnaire in the enclosed pre-
addressed envelope within 5 days of
receiving it. Your responses will be
combined with those of otners and
reported in summary form to thne U.S.
Congress,

If you have any questions, please call
Richard Jorgenson, Tom Reilly or Doug
Glovier: telephone number (202) 275-
8904 or (202) 254-7392.

In the event that the return envelope is
misplaced, the return address is:

Mr. Richard Jorgenson

Room 4476

U.S. General Accounting Office
441 § Street, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20548

Environmenta) Studies Program

The Environmenta)l Studies Program (ESP)
of the Minerals Management Service (MNS)
was designed to provide informatfon for
assessment and management of
environmental impacts on the human,
marine and coastal environments of the
Outer Continental Shelf (0CS) and coastal
areas which may be affected by oil and
gas development.

Information gathered through the ESP is
used by MMS as an information base for
0CS leasing and management decisions. It
is also used by private industry,
academic institutions, other federal or
state government agencies, ang concerned
citizens, Study information is received
Dy MMS from various contractors in many
forms such as hard copy reports, data
reports, maps, and computer tapes.

The ESP was established in 1973, Until
October 1982, it was administered by the
Bureau of Land Management. Since October
1982 it has been administered by MMS,

To the extent possible, please answer our
questionnaire based on your experiences
with the program under MNMS'sS
administration of it, Octoder 1987 1o
the present,
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INTROOUCT TON

1. Have you received more than one copy
of this questionmaire? (Check one.) CD(1)

(6}
1. @_@To date this is the only copy !
have received.

2. 0 This is the second copy | have
received. My answers on this
copy are different from my
initial response.

3. [14] This is the second copy [ have
received. My answers on this
copy would be the same as my
initial response. (Skip to Q39)

2. Which of the following cateqories
best describes your primary personal or
organizational affiliation for your
dealings witn the Environmental Studies
Program (ESP)? (Check one,)
(7-8)
1. (43 State government

2. (17 Local government
3. [s9 011 or natural gas company
4. (1] Other oil or gas related company
5. [ 8 Trade association
6. (7 Fisheries group
7. (3 Environmental interest group
8. [83 University
9. (94 Private research/consultant
10. (83 Federal government
(specify department and agency):

11. [ 0) Library/repository (Stop here.
Please return your questionnaire
in the enclosed envelope so that
we can properly count you in our
statistics,)

12. (29 Other (specify):

3. Are you completing this questionnaire
ds an indgividual or for your
organization? (Check one.)

(9)
1. §73 As an individual

2. [j6} For my organization

4. Approximately how long have you or
your organization been involved with the
ESP and/or receiving or using its
studies?  (Enter number of years or
fraction of a year.)

(10-11)
6.5  Years

5. With approximately now many ESP
studies or reports are you or your
organization at least somewhat familiar?
(Check one.)

1. g None

2. (gl -8

3. Qigg6 - 10
oGg ol -8

5. (14 16 - 20

6. (14 More than 20

(12)

ACQUISITION OF ESP STUDIES

6. In your opinion, how helpful or
unhelpful has MMS been in providing
information about ongoing ESP studies?
(Check one.)

(13)
1. {1jsvery nelpful
2. [4) Somewhat helpfyl
3. Bg] Undecided
4. (3] Somewhat unhelpful
$. (1)) Very unhelpful |

6. L1] No opinion
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7. Which of the following methods
describes how you or your organization
usually learn that a completed ESP study
s available? (Check all that apply.)
(14-18)

1. [2g2Review MMS quarterly listing of
completed offshore pudlications

2. [{dsHear about study from informal
contacts with MMS officials

3. (14B Am on MMS gistribution list
and receive studies directly

4. [3g Learn about study from other MMS
sources (specify):

5. (B3] Other (specify):

8. From which of the following sources
do you or your organization typically
obtain copies of ESP studies or study
reports? (Check all that apply.)
(19-23)
1. Bgd MMS girectly

2. §3] National Technical
Information Service

3. 53] Public or private lidrary®

4. [29 Other (specify):*

5. [4g Have not obtained any studies*

* 1f you checked categories 3, 4 or 5,
SKIP TQ Qlé

9. Are there any ESP studies or study
reports that you or your orjanization
have requested which werg never
delivered? {Check one.)

1. D7) Yes
2. B4p Mo (SKIP TO Q1)

(24)

10. Which of the following reasons
explains why the study {or studies) were
not delivered? (Check all that apply.)
(25-29)
1. (23] Study or report was out of
print

2. 23 Copies of study were
unavailable

3. [ 1) Request was lost or misplaced
4. [ 9] Reason not known
5. (1] Other (specify):

11. About how long does it typically take
from the time you or your organization
request a publishes study or interim
information about a study until you
receive it? (Check one,)
(30)
1. 23 A few weeks

2. B2 A month

3. Jg] 2 - 3 months

4. [1] 4 - S months

5. [1] § months or longer
12. [n general, about how many separate
requests for a published study or interim
information about a study do you or your

organization make before you receive it?
(Check one.)

(31)
1. B2} One
2. [3] Two

3. [3) Three or more

13.  How would you characterize tne
reproduction quality {legibility,
completeness) of most study or report
copies that you or your organization nhave
received? ( Check one.)
(32)
1. (9] Excellent

2. [1dsAbove Average
3. [L1 Average
4. [ Below Average

5. {4 Poor
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14. How often, if at all, have you or
your organization received copies of
unrequested ESP studies? (Check one.)

(33)

1. 22p Rarely, if ever

2. 0B On cccasion

3. B2] Often

4. [3] very often

5. [3) Extremely often
15. MHow aften, if at all, have you or
your organization received more than tne

requested numper of coples of a study?
(Check one.)

(34
1. {'_-u]zﬂarely, if ever
2. &J] On occasion
3. [ g Often
4. [ ) very often
5. [ J) Extremely often

USE AND QUALITY OF ESP STUDIES

MMS originally planned and funded many
ESP stydies for use in its management of
proposed lease sales and post sale
activities. We are interested in your
experiences with studies that you or your
organization planned ta use for pre or
post sale activities as well as studies
that you had no prior intent to use for
lease sale activities.

16. To wnat extent, if at all, digd you or
your arganization intend to use one or
more ESP studies to give input to MMS on
specific lease sales or pos:c sale
management decisions ? (Check one.)

(3%)

1. 247 Little or no extent (SKIP 70 Q19)
2. [72 Some extent
3. [56] Moderate exzant

4. Q4] Great exter:

wr

. [i7] very great axtent

17. How timely or untimely were tnose
studies you intended to use for input to
MMS on proposed lease sales ar post sale
activities? (Check one.)
(36)
1. (g] Extremely timely (all or almost
all received in time to use)

2. [9¢ Moderately timely (majority
received in time to use)

3. (3§ Neitner timely nor untimely
(about nalf received in time and
half received too late to use}

4. (3 Moderately untimely (majority
received £oo late to use)

w

. (1 ixtremely untime” (all or
most all receive too late
1) use)

6. (g -ive not received any studies

18. To wnat extent did the time between
your request for a study and your receipt
of it help or interfere with your ability
to use the study? (Check one.)
(37)
1. By] Greatly helped

2. f2] Somewhat helped
3. fg] Neither helpec nor interfered
4. 3] Somewhat interfered
5. [3] Greatly interfered
6. 1. Have not requested any studies
19. In your opinion, about what percent
of ESP stugies provided information that
MMS needed and what percent were not
neeged by MMS for specific lease sale or
post sale management decisions? (Enter
ane percentage for each category.)
1. 69 % Needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (38-
decisionmaking 39)
2. 30 % Not needed by MMS for
pre or post lease sale (40-
decisionmaking 41) .
(if zero, SKIP TO Q22)
100 % TOTAL

3. 289 No opinten (SKIP TO Q22) (82)
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20. Of those studies which you believe were not needed by WMS for pre or post lease sale
decisions (response category 2 in Question 1J], about how many were not needed for each
of the following reasons? (Check one Jox for eacn reason. )

(43-46)
Few Some | About Most | AT or
{f Any Haif Almost
AlY
1 2 3 4 E]
Pi They replicated other studies.
27 64 12 12 5
Their data was not critical to
MMS decisionmak ing. 10 52 30 25 7
i, They had 1ittle or no girect
application to MMS decision- 19 48 22 27 8
making.
4. Uther (specify]
3 5 5 4 1

21. Consider again only tnhase studies which you believe were not needed by MMS for pre
or post lease sale decisions. How useful, if at all, for each of the following other
purposes were these studres? (Check cne box for each purpose.)

(47-52)
Littlej Some-| Moder- k Ex-
or No what | ately Yery Rremely No
Use Usefyl| Useful | Useful |{Useful |Opinion
1 2 3 4 S 5
1. tstablisn baseline infarmation
8 36 44 26 15 3
|Z. Break new scientific ground
] 37 31 37 9 8 4
I$7XG4d to knowledge base on
l effects of cffshore leasing 16 39 34 27 7 4
4. NWeach conclustons about ULS [ !
~ environment 15 42 \ 32 29 ‘ 9 4
T StimuTate/perftorm quueﬂt ;
1 research about 0CS envircnment ) 17 34 \ 32 23 - 8 10
ié' Other (specify): l 3
2 1 12 2 1 J
| l ‘ |

|
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22. To what extent, if at all, have you Or your organization actually used ESP stugies
for each of the following general purposes? (Check ane box for each purpose. )

(53-64)
- ‘f T Very
L-. ‘e or Some | Mgderate ‘ Great t Great
Nc -xtent | Extent | Extent txtent | Extent
i
1 2 3 4 ' 5
T 7vavice input during RS pre sa'e ,‘ |
' pranning process (e.g§., comment on 223 7 m 1 i 8
i Eavironmental [mpact Statements) ‘
Z. Provige 1npyt during RHY post sale ;
. cevelopment process (e.q., comment 247 59 6 23 1
on exploration or production plans .M
3. comment on NNS S-year leasing
program | 241 62 } 43 17 S B!
' L !
I, Xeview Coastal cone Nanagement ©219 7 4
consistency reqQuirements l‘ L 3 1 36 17 1
5. Review of test Compllance with 234 T
otner federa', state, or local Hnsl 60 30 19 12
6. Uevelcop, evaiuvate or review exprore
ation or production plans 1223 59 48 29 14
7. Jevelop, evaiuate gr review actual
or proposed leasing regulations 245 55 40 24 l 9
8. Prepare environmental reporcs for |
| your own or other organizations 132 75 93 64 ‘ 33
9. Jevelop QUS-refatea poricy for
non-MMS agencres or organizations i 245 51 43 18 \ 13
.au.Provide & Dasis for scientifig |
researcn 124 77 f 105 65 17 J
i1i.Jpdate, assess, or synthesize ] '
xnowledge in a subject area 63 69 [ 131 96 48 |
! . —
LZ.0ther (specify): I I " |
i 22 8 9 9 b
|
23. [n general, how timely or untimely 24. Overall, now useful to you, if at
for tne purposes aor actual Js2s you all, nave ESP stuc¢ies been? (Check one.)
checked in Question 22 nave 33 studies
been? (Check one.) (66)
(63) 1. B3} Little or no use

1. (gp Very timely

2. 33 Somewhat useful
2. {73 Somewnat timely

3. {13 Moderately useful )
3. 41p Neitner timely ngr unt'me g .

4. 9gb Yery useful

w

1. 13] Somewnat ynt-me'y
520 Extremely ysefyl
i very unt mely

g
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25. In your opinion, how much, if at all, do each of the following characteristics of
ESP studies help or interfere with tneir usefulness? (Check one box far each
characteristic,)

(67-74
NeithRer
Helps
nor Somewhat | Greatly
Greatly | Somewhat | I[nter- Inter- Inter- No
Helps Helps feres feres feres Opinion
1 2 3 4 5
b i R
. Timing of the studtes 66 ‘ 145 84 29 5 89
¢. Quality of studies 113 l 161 69 16 4 58
T, Tecnnical nature of
stugies 121 {7148 72 18 1 62
L. Topizs or tssues covered " 17174 55 17 2 60
. t on
5. Currentness af informat 107 164 60 19 . 65
. vt F studies
6. Jbjeciivily of stu 102 136 83 22 9 7
/. Studles’ contribution to
scientific knowledge 115 156 59 12 6 68
d. Jdther (specifyj: 6 [ 2 1 2 ; "y
T0Z (1~
oz (5)

26. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor are ESP studies,in general, with
respect to each of tne following characteristics? (Check one box for each
characteristic.)

(6-17)
Above Below [No 8asi1s
txcellent] Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge
1 2 3 4 H §
. Importance of issues 4
‘ studied 8 172 122 10 2 68
F. Jepth of 1ssue treatment 29 145 148 29 y 64
|
1 sl .
B vaJectivity 33 115 165 i 2 11 73
I .
4. ReTrabiTity of study
! methods 31 129 154 20 8 78
. Validity of data gathered
i 36 108 169 15 6 85
b. validity of conclusions
' and recommendations 24 93 183 32 9 82
V. AD1T1ty to generalize |
| findings 20 | 100 170 48 9 75
. Lontripbytion to knowledge
in the field k [ 45 | 147 135 26 8 57
. wontribution to future
research ideas 38 104 145 32 8 74
U.Form In which resyits are
communicated 28 113 165 4l 14 60
IT.integration of results . <
i with other impact data 17 79 140 &s 25 91
12.Jther (specify): ) o 6 1
‘ ‘ ; | ° 33
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27. In you- opinion, how excellent or pgor is the gverall quality of ESP studies, in
general? (C-. - one.) ~

(18})
1. 39 Excelient
2. 190 Above average
3. 150 Average
4. [1g) Below average

5. [ Poor

QPINIONS ABOUT ESP STUOY PROGRAM

28.  I[n your opinion, nave ESP stucies overemphasized, ynderemphasized or placed an
appropriate level of empnasis on each of the fallowing research topics? (Check one Ddox
for each topic.)

{198-31)
'\ ereatly [Somewna Apc-z- Somewnat | ureatly |
i Qver- Overe- priaetaly Under- Under- No
Emphasized Enpnasized |Empnasized|Emphasized| Emphasized Opinie-
1 2 3 4 5 ! 5§
1. Toastal Habpitats
; i 7 30 157 81 27 e
g. Uffshore Rapitats ‘ 7 43 211 17 10 110 T
3. tnaangered and
}.__Threatened Species | 18 63 141 . 53 17 126
d. Qther Witglife |
Species i 1 28 148 B4 15 | 142
. Lommercial
Fisneries ! 2 25 137 87 20 141
b. Socioeconomic ‘ |
tonditions i 14 46 113 69 2¢ L 147
- water Quafity | 22 157 | 67 s o2 |
M ) al
B. Air Quaitty s 25 127 | e w o oas2 |
. Meteoraoiogica: |
Cond1t ions 1 20 167 47 9 ; 171 |
10.Chemical ]
dceanograpny 2 28 157 48 8 173 B
1. .Physical
Oceanography 5 43 173 42 8 - 146
1. Environmental
Geology and Hazards 3 28 164 57 17 148
13.0ther (specify): !
0 0 s | 7| 19 50 |
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29. In your opinion, to what extent should future ESP studies focus on each of tne
following researcn topics? (Check one box for €ach topic.)

(32-44)
pLittle ot Some Moderate | Great ery uhrea No 1
No Extent] Extent Extent Extent Extent Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 | 6
. Habitats ’
[. Toastal Habita 2 n 03 o » ”
Hab1

¢. Uffshore Habitats P 2 o s p -
3. tndangered and

Threatened Species 8 52 138 96 54 74
4. Uther Wild1Te

Species 6 65 143 77 34 93
5. Commercial

Fisheries 4 45 123 122 47 8|
6. Socioeconomic

Congitions 23 76 118 71 38 95
7. water Quality *

4 40 137 106 54 83

8. Air Quality 2 o2 8 ” P ™
9. Meteorological

Conaxziong 13 79 132 62 25 110
10.Chemical

Qceanograghy ‘ 7 76 122 78 24 115
1l.Physical

QOceanography 8 62 115 96 42 100
1Z.Environmental

Geology and Hazards 7 54 114 104 47 95
13.0ther (specify):
‘l spectty) 2 0 10 11 17 34
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30. Based on your experience, how excellent or poor is the current level of scientific
knowledge about each of the following research topics related %o 0il and gas activities
on the Quter Continental Shelf? (Check one Dox for eacn topic.)

(45-57
; ADOve . 520w | Yo Basis
lExcelient Average | Average | Average . Poor L:o Juage
1 : 2 i 3 4 | 5 6
castal Habitats —_— ‘
o 1 92 | 21 720 28 | g3
. Ufrshore rWapitats i 1
10 | e8 131 % | 28 | a9
3. tndangered and
Threatened Species 13 83 114 78 33 101
d. Gther WaldINTe i
Soeces 5 58 | 139 77 22 | 19
5. Lommercial . : .
Fisneries L . 63 123 83 | 27 ! 113
. Socloeconomtc ' |
Conditions { 14 I 66 114 67 ‘ 28 131 i
/. Water Quality i |
1 8 | 53 135 85 15 i 122 ‘
. Air Quality ' * s
[ 9 L5520 65 6 | ise !
9. Metegrological i
Conditions | s 66 " 56 y 41 l
10.Chemical o, i o
.| Oceanograpny ‘ .50 150 47 16 4 J
[T.Physical / |
Oceanography | 10 ‘ 85 123 59 13 130 f
{d.knvironmentatl . ‘ |
Geology and Wazards ‘ | 75 125 58 21 132
13.0ther (specity]: i 0 ‘ 4 6 11 17- 4
31, In your opinion, have £5P stucies overemphasized, underemphasized or placed an

appropriate level ¢f empnasis on each of tne following factors associated with
development of gil and gas resources on the Quter (ontinental Shelf? (Check one box for

each factor,) (58-66)
| ereatly Somewnat Apprao- Somewnat Greatly .
Over- | Over- l priately unger- Unger- | No l
Fmonasxzedx‘Empnasued ‘lEmnasuec‘Emnasued mpnasized Optnion
1 i 3 I 4 5 -6 !
1. Avrcamissions V i :
|12 L L0l 61 1 197 ‘
2. Nolse Emissions L 7 Y i 08 43 1 13 L oars i
3. trasn and Debris L 7 12 |17 83 36 Lo
I EfiTuent ,‘ r ;
Discharges 29 133 | 73 11 . 150
5. Waterway iraffic ; T | l [
0 21 | 122 L e0 21 187
b. Construction 2 ) ; R | i
Activities L2 L1575 |15 b 174 *
/. Uperations : i
Activities L 3 22 167 1 47 | b 165 :
8. Jemolition ‘ )
Activities ‘ “ 23 83 68 . 36 © 157
§. Jin 1Ty ]
\ er [soeciiy) | 2 | 2 4 10 65

\
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03 (1-4)

3y (9

32.  In your opinion, 2 what extent should future ESP studies focus on each of tne

following factors associated with development of o1l and gas resources on tne Outer
Continental Shelf?-(Check ope box for eacn factor.)

(6-14)
LittTe orf Some Moderate | Great ery Great No
No Extent| Extent Extent Extent Extent Opinton
1 2 3 4 5 §
1. Air emissions
: 26 68 127 56 25 125
2. Noise Emissions
S5 92 108 25 t 132
3. irash ang Debris r
7 54 118 98 o 4l 106
d, Efﬂuent 3 % 97 131 o2 -
Discharges
5. Waterway Trafiic 12 64 136 - \ " 24
1§, Caonstruction
Activities 9 64 135 77 ‘ 24 117
/. Uperations
5
Activities 51 128 97 23 18
8. Uemolition z
___Activities 3 120 79 33 132
i N
g Other (specify): o N s ) l " "

313. Based on your experience, how excellent or peor is the current level of scientific
xnowledqge about each of tne following factors associated with oil and gas activities on
the Quter Continental Shelf? (Check one box for each factor.)

(15-23)
! Above EeTow 0 Basis
fxcellent) Average | Average | Average Poor to Judge
1 2 3 4 5

. AlIr Emissions
!1 Emission 1o o8 03 7 s 177
;
¢. Novse tmissions !
;‘ 11 45 107 58 17 187 ;
3. Trasn ang Jebris T
! & 45 85 101 39 148
I EfTluent [
| Discharges 3 62 92 [ 9 36 135
5. wWaterway iraffic :
| 7 ! 49 130 51 16 171 |
6. Construction
| Activities 2 | el 133 A 16 169
7. Uperations R

Activities 7 l 62 135 I 14 163
3. UemoTition 1

Activities 4 ! 29 98 £2 32 179
§. Other (specify): i
| 1 | 0 3 s | 9 56
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PARTICIPATION IN ESP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

34, Are you now Or have you been a
memoer of any of -the following MMS (or
Bureau of Land Management for periods
prior to October 1982) committees? (Check
one box far each committee and period of
mempership that applies.)

10784 - 1973 - |Never a
Present 110/82 |Memper
005 Policy
Committee 2 1 392
(24-26)
ULS Scienti-
fic Advisory ! 13 384
Committee
i (27-29
Regional ;
Technical
Working Group K 2 | 370
Committee l (30-32)

36. How often, if at all, do you or your ¢rganization comment on or participate in each
of the following activities related to MMS's management of the ESP?

eacn activity,)

35. Are you NnOw or have you been a
member of any similar QCS-related
committees for agencies OrF organizations
other than MMS? (Check one box for each
committee and period of membership that
applies.)

10782 - T 1973 - | Never
Present | 10/82 MNembe
|
ECS policy
ommittee 9 9 369
‘ (33-35)
L3 scienti-
ic advisory
ommittes 26 22 355
(36-38)
lecnn\caT
orking group
committee 46 32 327
— (39-41)

(Check one box for

(42-46)
: T Always or
| Rarely, On Yery Almost
if Ever* | Occasion| Often Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
[nformation transfer meetings 158 125 63 30 52
Ueve icoment of regional studies plans
268 93 28 14 15
Uevelopment of national studies 1ist 33 ol 13 12 8
eve iopment of program policies Iﬁ 329 52 18 8 5
Fther (specityl: ﬁl 50 5 3 3 2

*1f you checked rarely, if ever, for all of the above activities, SKIP TQ Q38.
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37. Qverall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the amount and type of feedback
or response from MMS on your participation in ESP management? (Check one.)
(47)
L. (3J Greatly satisfied
2. [y Moderately satisfied

3. [97) Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied

4. [ug Moderately gissatisfied
5. [7] Greatly dissatisfieq
CONCLUSION
38. To what extent are your responses t0 this syrvey based an your knowledge of or

experiences with the ESP program in each of the following QCS regions? (Check one ndox
for eacn region.)

(48-51)
[ little T Very
or No Some Moderate | Great Great
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent
X 1 2 3 4 5
1. Atiamtic
‘ 235 78 34 23 20
. Tt of Mexico
‘2 ault ot Rexy 135 75 45 7n 76
. Pacific
3 216 68 45 46 22 T
I KTaska T ! !
| 188 62 Y 37 67 J

39. Please provide the name, *itle, and pnone number of the person we should contact if
we need auditional information about your responses to our survey.

Name

Title

Phone ( )
Area Numper
Code

40. Comments: Please use :tnhe space below and tne back of tnis page to provide any
additional comments you may nave concerning eltner the Environmental Studies Program
{including suggestions for program improvements) or this survey,

Thanx you for your coogperation.
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Major Contributors to This Report

James Duffus [II, Associate Director, (202) 275-7756
RQSOU.I'CQ?, Robert W. Wilson, Group Director
Commumty, and Rosellen McCarthy, Assignment Manager
Economic Carolyn Boyce, Social Science Analyst

P Loren Setlow, Geologist

Develppment DlVlSlOﬂ, Mark Little, Evaluator
Washmgton, D.C. Jane Hunt, Reports Analyst

Elizabeth Morrison, Writer-Editor

Betty Smith, Typist

. . Richard Dasher, Regional Management Representative

Waghmgton _Reglonal Richard Jorgenson, Evaluator-in-Charge
Office Washington, Thomas Reilly, Evaluator
DC Douglas Glovier, Evaluator

. . Larry Feltz, Regional Management Representative
Seattle Regional Office g ot Bresky, Evaluator

Seattle, Washington Brent Hutchison, Evaluator
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